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CHAPTER 1 

Jeroen Bosch 

The SOS Files 

Svidler Improves Upon Smyslov 
SOS-5, Chapler 10, p.80 

I n  SOS-5 I wrote on two ide l i nes in the 
Ruy Lopez Exchange: 5 . . .  �e6 and 5 . . Yiie7 .  
Both move are p layable at the h ighest 
leve l .  In the Russian team compet i t ion 
Peter Svid ler adopted an interest i ng nove lty 
aga inst Alexander Motylev i n  an old Smys
lov favourite of the Ruy Lopez Exchange. 

0 Alexander Motylev 
• Peter Svidler 

Olginka tch-RUS Premier 2011 

1 .e4 e5 V2Jf3 tl:lc6 3.�b5 a6 4.�xc6 
dxc6 5.0-0 e7! ?  
Smyslov 's move, B l ack protect the e-pawn 
and prepares . . .  �g4 and queen ide cas
t l i ng .  He w i l l  often start a pawn storm on 
the k ingside. 
I n  the same art icle in  SOS-5 I also inves
t igated 5 . . .  �e6 ! ?, a move that wa later 
adopted by such formidable players as 
Carlsen and Caruana. After 6. xeS �d4 
7 .tt::ltJ xe4 8 .tt::lg5 'iff5 (Carlsen preferred 
8 . . .  g6 9.tt::lxe6 fxe6 I O.d3 0-0-0 I I . e2 
�d6 1 2 .tt::ld2 tt::lf6 1 3 .tt::le4 tt::lxe4 1 4 . xe4 

xe4 1 5 .dxe4 and the ending was equal in  
aiditsch-Carl en, Sarajevo 2006) 9.lL'lxe6 

fxe6 I O.d3 f6 l l .lL'ld2 0-0-0 1 2 .tt::lc4 e5 
1 3 .�e2 e4 1 4.dxe4 xe4 1 5 .�e3 �d6 
1 6  . .l:!.ad I l:the8 and Black had a pleasant posi
t ion i n  Nis ipeanu-Caruana, Plovdiv 20 I 0. 
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6.d4 
White al most i nvariably p lay i n  the cen
tre .  B l ack obtai ned an exce l lent game after 
6 .tt::la3 �g4 7 .tt::lc4 f6 8 .tt::le3 �h5 9.tt::lf5? !  
�d7 I O.d3 0-0-0 l l .�e3 �g4 1 2 .tt::lg3 h5 ! 
1 3 .h3 �e6 (even . harper than 1 3  . . .  h4 ! ?, 
which is a lso preferable for B lack )  1 4 .d4 
�f7 1 5 .�c I g5 ! ( B lack has a very strong 
attack and i s  not in the least bothered by 
the fact that his pieces on the k i ngside are 
st i  II not deve loped ) 1 6 .dxe5 g4 1 7 . tt::ld4 
gxh3 1 8 .tt::lxe6 �xe6 1 9  . .l:!.d l l:le8 !  20.gxh3 
�xh3 2 l .'i!Ud2 fxe5 and B l ack won in 
S .  Kasparov-Ris ,  Herak! ion 20 I I . 
6 . . .  exd4 7. xd4 �g4 
Los ing a tempo with 7 . . .  'i!Uf6 as played 
by Igor Zai t sev and Bu lgar ian Champion 
Ju l ian Radu lski  i s  a serious al ternat ive .  
8.�f4 lLlf6 
Thi is a more or less nove l approach ( there 
ha been one earl ier game where Black 
refrai ned from taking on G). Black trad i 
t iona l ly  u es the opportun i ty to fracture 
Whi te 's  k i ngside wi th 8 . . .  �xtJ 9.gxtJ tt::lf6. 
However, after I O.tt::lc3 tt::lh5 l l .�g3 White 
is  'c learly '  l ight ly better, and has i ndeed 
cored signi ficant ly  better than Black from 

th i  po i t ion (+4, =2) .  
9.tl:lc3 
9.tt::lbd2 tt::lh5 I O.�g5 d6 l l . h3 xd4 
1 2 .tt::lxd4 �d7 1 3 .g4 h6 ! 1 4 .�e3 tt::lf6 1 5 .c4 
0-0-0 as in Gori n-Sarw insk i ,  Ko zal i n 
1 998,  looks qu i te a lr ight for Black ,  e pe
cial ly when compared to al l  the e Berl i n  



endi ngs where B lack's  k ing is st i l l  stuck in  
the  centre around th is  t ime.  
9 . . .  tUh5 1 0.'i.Ve3! ?  
Giv ing u p  the bishop for a lead i n  deve lop
ment .  The al ternat ives do not seem to prom
i se much: 
- I O.�g5 d6 or even I O  . . .  f6 l l .e5 ! ?  b4 
1 2 .exf6 �xd4 1 3 .ti:\xd4 ti:\xf6. 
- I O.�e3 .ix f3 l l .gxf3 "l'fe6 and com
pared to 8 . . .  .ixf3 9 .gxf3 ti:\f6 I O.ti:\c3 ti:\h5 
l l  . .ig3 !  i t  i s  d i sadvantageous for Whi te 
that h i s  bi shop is placed on e3 here .  B lack 
i s  comfortable. 
- I O.�g3 ti:\xg3 l l . hxg3 i s  preferable for 
B lack .  
1 o . . .  tUxf4 1 U i'xf4 

1 1  . . .  h5!  1 2 .e5 
1 2 .J:I.ad I g6, when B lack w i l l  be able to 
f inal ly  deve lop hi  k i ng ide: 1 2 .ti:\e5 g5 ! ?  
1 3 .f6'g3 .ie6 i s  pleasant for B lack .  
1 2  . . .  0-o-o 1 2  . . .  g6. 1 3.ltad1 nea 
St i l l  a iming for compl icated p lay. Mean
whi le  B lack i completely OK after 1 3  . . .  
J:l.xd l 1 4 .J:I.xd l g5 ! .  
1 4J:tfe1 g5 
Smy lov' origi nal idea beh ind 5 . . .  e7 ! 
B l ack ha done everything accord ing to 
p lan :  . . .  �g4, cast l i ng queenside, gai n i ng 
pace on the k i ngside . 

1 5 . e3 
Very subt le .  Motylev lures B lack '  k i ng to 

The SOS Fi les 

b8 before sacri fic i ng the exchange by tak
ing on g5. J udging from the course of the 
game th is  is qui te s ign i ficant .  
1 5  . . .  <;1tb8 1 6.'it'xg5 ! ?  
White i s  i n  trouble and th is  pos i t ional 
exchange sacrifice i s  an i n terest ing defen
s ive measure .  
16  . . .  'it'xg5 1 7.tUxg5 �xd1 1 8.l:txd1 
�g7 1 9.f4 1 9 .ti:\xf7? J:lhf8 20.ti:\g5 .ixe5 
ought to w in  for B lack .  1 9  . . .  f6 

20.tUge4!  
20.exf6 �xf6 and al though Whi te has  two 
potent ia l  pa sed pawns on the k i ngside, h is  
compen at ion for the exchange i s  insuf
fic ient .  B lack has too many open f i les for 
h is  rooks.  That's why Motylev tries to keep 
the posi t ion as c losed as possible ( favouring 
h i s  kn ights and annoying the oppponent 's  
rooks) .  
20 . . .  lthf8 21 .l:tf1 l:te7! ?  22.g3 fxe5 
23.f5 .i::tef7 

ow wi th  the k ing on c8 B lack wou ld im
ply w in  the f5 pawn ( remember 1 5 . e3 and 
1 6 . xg5 ) .  ow, however, White st i l l  has: 
24.tUc5! <;1tc8 Only Whi te can w in  after 
24 . . .  J:I.xf5 25 .ti:\d7+ <;1tc8 26.ti:\x f8 J:l.xf l  + 
2Hii'x fl .ixf8 28 .ti:\e4. 
25.tUe6 l:tg8 26.tUg5 l:td7 27.tUce4 
White ha excel lent posi t ional compensa
tion for the exchange. The p layers agreed 
to a draw. 

9 



Jeroen Bosch 

Chess is Fun 
SOS-5, Chaprer 4. p.38 

Russian grandma ter Boris Savchenko ha 
a rather i ntere t ing style .  I n  the open ing he 
is not just  w i l l i ng to experi ment, no, he i 
prepared to take extreme risks. I n  the Rus
s ian Champion h ip  ( H igher League) he 
took up the 'mundane' Zv iagintsev S ic i l ian .  
Have fun !  

0 Boris Savchenko 
• I van Bukavshin 

Taganrog 2011 

1 .e4 
To i l lustrate avchenko' preferences in  
the  open ing :  l .c4 f6 2 .d4 g6 3 .  c3 �g7 
4 .h4 ! ?  d6 5 .h5? !  tt::lxh5 6.e4 e5 7 .d5 f6 
8 .�e2 h5 9. f3 a5 and White had very l i t
tle for the pawn in the last round game of 
the Higher League, Savchenko- l narkiev, 
Taganrog 20 I I . 
1 . . .  c5 2. a3 
You may recal l that it wa i n  the 2005 Ru  -
ian Super Final that Zv iagin t  ev sprang 

th is  move on the unsuspect ing Alexander 
Khal i fman , who prompt ly burst out laugh
i ng .  White had the final laugh when he won 
on move 37 .  In the six years si nce thi fir t 
out ing the kn ight move has been played in  
some 500 documented games . . .  ! 
Another we ird Savchenko game came 
about after 2 .b3 .  See SOS-9, Chapter 1 6, 
p. 1 23 ,  for Arthur Kogan '  take on 2 .b3 .  I 
can a ure the reader that Kogan did not 
consider B lack 's  next mo e !  2 . . .  h5 3 .�b2 

c6 4. f3 d5 5 .exd5 xd5 6. c3 d8 
7 .�b5 J:lh6 8 .0-0 a6 9 .�xc6+ J:lxc6 1 0. e5 
J:lh6, Paichadze-Savchenko, A ix - le  -Ba in  
ch-E R 20 I I . White has a tremendou 
posi t ion of cour e,  but he lo t - see also 

ew I n  Che Yearbook 99 ( pp. 1 4- 1 5 )  for 
note on the game. 

1 0  

2 . . .  tLlc6 3.�b5 aS 
Th is  remi nds us of course of our 0 
versu the Rosso l irno: l .e4 c5 2 .tLlf3 c6 
3 .�b5 tt::la5 - ee SOS-4, Chapter 1 5 , p. l l l . 
B lack prevents the doub l i ng of hi pawns 
and prepare to h i t  the bi shop wi th . . .  a6. 
4.�a4 
A novel approach .  Prev iously the edate 
4.c3 a6 5 .�e2 f6 6.d3 had been tested 
tw ice. 
4 . . .  �b6 5.c3 
AI  o tempt i ng i 5 .tt::lf3 b4? !  6.c4 xc4 
7 .  xc4 ( 7 .  b5 ! ? ) 7 . . .�xc4 8.d3 �b4+ 
9.�d2 with a huge edge in deve lopment .  
5. . .  g6 6. f3 

c4 
7. b5 e5 i OK for B lack ( 7  . . .  Wd8 is not 
bad e i ther) :  8 .  f5 x f5 9.exf5 �d8 I O.d4 

d3+ l l .®e2 xc I +  1 2 .J:lxc I a6 1 3 . a3 
b5 1 4 .�c2 cxd4 1 5 .cxd4 �b7 1 6 . f3 . 
7 . . .  e6? ! 8.  e3 
8.d3 d5 9. a5 ! �d7 I O.�xc6 �xc6 
I I . xc6 bxc6 is l ight ly better for Whi te .  
8. . .  e5 9.'f#'e2 c4 1 0.f3 
Thi look odd, but B lack was intending to 
meet I O.�c2 with I 0. . .  f6 ( not I 0. . .  d3+ 
l l .�xd3 cxd3 1 2 . xd3 f6 1 3 . f3 )  I I . f3 

d3+ 1 2 .�xd3 cxd3 1 3 . xd3 xe4, when 
Whi te shou ld  be s l ight ly better. 
1 0  . . .  a6! 1 1 .�c2 f61 2.b3!b5 
1 2  . . .  d3+ 1 3 .Wf l  x ·) 1 4 .J:lxc l xa2 
1 5 . xc4 fa ours White .  



1 3.f4 tt:lg6 
Li ke i t  or not, it was more cons i stent to play 
1 3  . . .  tt:ld3+ 1 4  . .ixd3 cxd3 I S .�xd3 .ib7 
1 6.eS tt:le4 with some compensat ion .  
1 4.e5 tt:lxf4 1 5.'iff3 Here we see why 
Whi te wanted to provoke . . .  bS .  
1 5  . . .  tU6d5 

i. .t • i. 
i iiiii 

1 6.tt:lh3! 
Thi s  wins  material . 1 6 .g3? ttJxe3 1 7 .dxe3 
.ib7 1 8 . .ie4? ttJd3+;  1 6  . .ie4 e6. 
1 6  . . .  tt:lxe3 
White is much better after 1 6  . . .  ttJxh3 
1 7 .ttJxdS ttJgS 1 8 . g4 ( 1 8 .ttJc7+ ..t>d8 
1 9 .�xa8 Wxc7 20.�dS e6 2 l .�d4) 
1 8  . . .  ttJe6 1 9 .bxc4 bxc4 20.l:Z.b I .  
1 7.dxe3 ..Q.b7!  1 8.'fVxf4 ..Q.xg2 1 9  . .l:l.g1 
Winn ing a piece, but th ings remain messy. 
1 9  . ..Q.e4 ! ? ..Q.xh I 20 . ..Q.xh I l:tc8 2 l . b4t .  
19  . . .  ..Q.xh3 20.'fVf3! .l:l.c8 21 .'it'xh3 g6 
22.e4 ..Q.g7 23 . ..Q.f4 0-0 

The SOS Fi les 

B lack has two pawns for the piece, and 
Wh i te 's  k ing is  hard ly afe .  St i l l ,  Wh i te has 
an edge. With his next move he logical ly 
attempts to close fi les i n  order to consol i 
date ( and f i nd  a safe haven for h i s  k i ng) .  
24.b4 'ifa3! ?  25 . ..Q.c1  !? 'ifa6 26 . ..Q.h6 
..Q.xe5 Rai ing h i s  bet to a rook. The best 
chance was perhaps to return wi th  the 
queen to a3. 27 . ..Q.xf8 lhf8 28J:tg5! ?  
A n ice consol idat ing move was 28.a3,  
wi th  the poin t  of 28 . . .  �f6 29.0-0-0 ! ..Q.xc3 
30.l:Z.gf l  �g7 3 l .l:Z.xd7. 
28 .. .  ..Q.f6? !  After the natural 28 . . . -egf6 
White wou ld have returned material w i th  
29.l:txeS ! �xeS 30.0-0-0. 
29.'ifg3 Strong was 29 . .1:dS d6 30.a4 ! .  
2 9  . . .  'ifb6 30.a4? 30.l:Z.dS ; 30.0-0-0. 3 0  . . .  
bxa4? 30 . . .  ..Q.xgS 3 1 .  xgS  aS ! wou ld have 
messed th i ngs up to a considerable extent . 
31 Jtxa4 e6? 32.l:lga5 
Now Whi te i clearly w inn ing .  B lack 
re igned on move 49. 

Reading SOS Brings Success 
SOS-13, Chapter 7, p.61 

Regard ing the next game, Whi te must have 
read Alexander Finke l ' s  art ic le in SOS- 1 3  
carefu l ly, wh i le h i s  opponent left SOS
theory on move 1 6, only to resign 7 moves 
later ( i n  a posi t ion where he hou ld have 
played on ! ) . 

0 David Klein 
• Peter Poobalasingam 

Haarlem 2011 

1 .e4 e6 2.d4 d5 3.tt:lc3 ..Q.b4 4.tt:le2 
dxe4 5.a3 ..Q.xc3+ 
S . . .  .ie7 6.g4 was a companion art ic le of 
F inke l .  See SOS- 1 2, Chapter 4, p .34.  
6.tt:lxc3 tt:lc6 7 . ..Q.b5 
The best move accord ing to Finke l .  

1 1  



Jeroen Bosch 

7 .d5 exd5 8 .  xd5 has been played by 
Solodovn ichenko. After 8 . . .  �e6 ( Finke l  
argues that B l ack equa l izes after 8 . . .  ltJge7 
9. xd8+ ltJxd8 1 0.ltJxe4 �f5 ) 9 . xe4 ltJf6 
I O.�h4 't!Yd4 l l .i..g5 't!Ye5+ 1 2 .i..e2 ltJd4? ! 
( 1 2 . . .0-0-0) 1 3 .0-0-0 !  

- 1 3 . . .0-0-0 1 4.�d3 h6 1 5 .�xf6 xf6 ! N  
( 1 5  . . .  gxf6) 1 6 .'t!Yxf6 gxf6 1 7  .ltJe4 ( 1 7 . 
X:: he I ;!; ; 1 7  .lld2t) 1 7  . . .  i..d5 ( 1 7  . .  .f5 
1 8 .ltJc5;!;)  1 8 . f3 ( 1 8 .llhe I )  1 8 . . .�xe4 
1 9 . fxe4 White has a sl ight edge. After 1 9  . . .  
l:::d6 20.llhfl  B lack erred wi th 2 0  . . .  Wd8?, 
when 2 l .�c4 cemented Whi te 's  edge in 
Solodovnichenko-Edouard, Mu lhou e 20 I I . 
- Wrong is 1 3  . . .  ltJxe2+? 1 4 .ltJxe2 xe2 
1 5 .�xf6 gxf6 1 6.l:::he l �a6 1 7 .'t!Yxf6 0-0 
( not 1 7  . . .  llg8 when 1 8 .l:::e3 ! win as B lack 
cannot prevent 1 9 . llde I and tak i ng on e6) 
1 8 .lle5 llfe8 1 9 .lld3+- , Solodovn ichenko. 
7 ... ltJe7 8.�g5 f6 9.�e3 f5? !  
Finkel devotes the bu lk  o f  h i s  art ic le t o  the 
stronger 9 . . .  0-0 but at  o covers the tex t .  
1 0. 'iVh5+ g6 1 1 .  h6 <.ti>f7 1 2 .0-0-0 
tt.Jd5 1 3.4.Jxd5 exd5 1 4.�f4 fB 
1 4  . . .  �d7 1 5 .�xc6 �xc6 1 6.�e5 f8 
1 7 . h3 is i nd icated a clearly favourable 
for Whi te by Finke l .  
15  .. h4 
1 5 .�h3 from P i l n i k-Czerniak, Bueno 
Ai res 1 94 1 ,  makes a lot of sense too. 
1 5. . .  e7 1 6. g3 
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1 6  . . .  �d7 
You cou ld cal l  this a novelty, but i t  does 
not change the eval uation : B lack faces an 
unpleasant strugg le for a draw. 
1 6. . .�e6 1 7 .h4 ( 1 7 .�xc6 ! ?) 1 7  . . .  h5 
1 8 .�xc7 llhc8 1 9 .�d6 't!Yd8 20.'<t>b I 
favoured White in Nataf-Apice l la ,  Mar
sei l l e  200 I .  See SOS- 1 3 . 
1 7.�xc7 Retriev i ng the pawn,  wh i l st pre
serv ing a dark-squared edge. 1 7  . . .  4.Jxd4 
1 8.llxd4 �xb5 1 9.J:bd5 llhcB 
1 9  . . .  l:tac8 shou ld be met by 20.�d6 ( 20. 
�a51?; 20. b3 e6 2 1 .  xb5 llxc7 
22 .llhd I ;!; )  20 . . .  �d7 2 l .'it<>b I ( for now 
2 1 .l:te5 meet wi th  the equal izer 2 l  . . .  llhe8 ). 
20.�d6 d7 

21 .l:te5! ?  
This cheeky move w i n s  the game in  a few 
moves. Again 2 l .Wb I i enough for an edge. 
21 .. J:te8? 



2 1  . . .  �d3 22 .l:l.e7+ 'f!/xe7 23 .�xe7 l:l.xc2+ 
24 .r,t;>b I r,t;>xe7 25 . e5+ Wt7 26.r,t;>a I and 
when you are a computer you w i l l  be able 
to draw this fair ly easy I suppose . But  
for humans B l ack's pos i t ion i s  st i l l  rather 
unpleasant .  
Whi te w ins  after 2 l . . .Wg8? 22 .l:l.e7 
'f!ic6 23.c3 l:l.e8 24.l:tc7 b6 25. h4 or 
2 l  . . .  'f!/xd6?? 22 .l:l.xf5+ We7 23 .l:l.t7+. 
22.�b3+! Wf6 23.'ifxb5 ! ?  
And  B lack res igned, undoubted ly overlook
i ng that he does not lose a piece because of 
23 . . .  'f!/xd6 24 .l:l.xe8 a6 ! when Whi te i s  bet 
ter  but  nevertheless wi l l  have to work qu i te 
hard for a fu l l  poi n t ! 
Object ive ly Whi te had to play 23 .l:td I! �c6 
24.'f!/g3 wi th  a very strong attack .  

The Queen's Grunfeld Line 
SOS-6, Chapter II, p.88 

I f  you want to leave the beaten track fairly 
soon, but st i l l  a im for typical ' I nd ian '  com
plexi ty, then the Queen 's  Gri.infe ld L ine ( as 
Arthur Kogan dubbed it i n  SOS-6) might be 
up your a l ley. I n  the 20 I I  Dutch Champi
onsh ip  I van S kolov employed i t  to defeat 
the early leader Wouter Speel man . 

D Wouter Spoelman 
• Ivan Sokolov 

Boxtel ch-NED 2011 

1 .d4 lLlf6 2.c4 b6 3.l0c3 �b7 4. c2 
Earl ier th is  year Sokolov had encountered 
4.�g5 , when a tran po i t ion to the N i mzo/ 
Queen '  I ndian i s  po s ib le .  4 . . .  e6 5 .e3 h6 
6.�h4 �b4 7. e2 ( 7 .tl'Jf3 ) 7 . . .  0-0 8 .f3 
d5 9.cxd5 exd5 IO.a3 �d6 l l .�f2 l:l.e8 
1 2 .tl'Jg3 c5 1 3 .�e2tl'lbd7 1 4.0-0 a6 1 5 . f5 
�f8 1 6 . c2 g6 1 7 .tl'Jg3 l:tc8 1 8 .l:l.ad l h5 ! 
and B lack was bet ter in Bratanov-Sokolov, 
Mu lhou e 20 1 1 .  

The SOS Fi les 

For 4.d5 and the w inner of the SOS Prize 
see the end of th is  chapter ! 
4 . . .  d5 5.cxd5 l0xd5 6.e4 l0xc3 7 .bxc3 
g6 8.l0f3 j/_g7 9.jL,c4 
If you consider taking up this l i ne in your 
( surprise) repertoire, then the next fragment 
is  well worth study ing:  9.�e2 0-0 1 0.0-0 tl'ld7 
l l .a4 e5 1 2 .�b2 l:l.e8 1 3 .�d3 exd4 ! 1 4 .cxd4 
c5 ( 1 4 . . .  tl'Jc5 ! ? 1 5 .dxc5 �xb2 1 6.l:tae l ! 
�a3=i=) 1 5 .d5 c4 1 6.�xc4 �xb2 I HWxb2 
l:l.xe4 1 8 .�b5 tl'Jc5 and Black is sl ight ly bet
ter, Buk ic-Pian inec, Skopje 1 97 1 .  
9 . . .  0-0 1 0.0-0 l0d7 1 1 .jL,f4 

1 1  . . .  e5 ! 1 2.dxe5 
More test ing was 1 2 .�g5 e8 1 3 .l:l.fe I 
( 1 3 .l:l.ae I) 1 3  . . .  exd4 1 4 .cxd4 c5 1 5 .l:tad I .  
1 2 . . .  e7 1 3J:tad1 
Play i s  equal after 1 3 .e6 fxe6 1 4 .�g5 . 
1 3  . . .  l0xe5 1 4.l0xe5 j/_xe5 1 5.jL,xe5 

xeS Material is equa l ,  but B lack ' s  pawn 
structure is s l ight ly  superior, which i. why 
the second player may already enterta in 
some hope of achieving more than a com
fortable draw. 
1 6.jL,d5 c6 1 7  .f4 f!ie7 1 8.�b3 l:tad8 
1 9 .e5 �c8! 
Wel l -played . Rather than opening the long 
diagonal for the bi shop, Sokolov transfers 
the bi hop to neutra l ize White's counterplay. 
20J:txd8 l:txd8 21 .l:td1 <otg7! 
2 1 . . .  c5+ 22 .<oth I l:l.xd I +  23 .  xd I xc3 

1 3  
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is only a draw after 24. d8+ '.t;>g7 25.�f6+ 
;f;>h6 wi th a perpetual . 
22.l:lxd8 xd8 23."ii'd1  e7 
23 . . .  �xd I +  24.�xd I �e6 25 .a3 i a draw. 
24. d4 c5 25. e4 h5 26 . .Q.d5 b5 
27 . .Q.c6? !  a6 B lack i s  s l ight ly better. 

.t 

28.a3? c4 29. d4 .Q.e6 30.a4 
White cannot keep out the opponent 's  
queen wi th  30.�d6, as B lack has 30. . .  a7+ 
3 1 .�fl e3 .  
30 . . .  b4 31 .cxb4 xb4 32.Wf2 aS?! 
Stronger was 32 . . .  a 3 .  33.'ftole3?? 
A blunder which al lows mate i n  two. White 
had to play 33 .We2, when he i much worse 
but perhaps not yet los ing.  
33 . . .  e1 + 
And Whi te resigned, as he i mated after 
3Ht>f3 .Q.g4+. 

Novelty Wins SOS Prize 

We received an in terest ing letter from one 
of our I r ish SOS readers, Col i n  Menzies. 
Col i n  came up with a strong nove lty i n  the 
Queen '  Gri.infeld Li ne, the main poin t  of 
B lack's p lay invol ing a piece sacri fice 
(a lbe i t  for three pawn ) which promi e 
Black an excel lent game . The whole idea i 
con i nc ing enough for the SO Pri ze ! 
1 .d4 f6 2.c4 b6 3. c3 .Q.b7 4.d5 

1 4  

With th is  ambit ious l i ne Whi te a ims to ' uf
focate· the bishop. 4 . . .  e6 5.e4 
Col i n  agrees wi th  SOS author Arthur Kogan 
that the prophy lact ic 5 .a3 is tronger. How
ever, he a lso writes that most players are out 
of book by now, o that rough ly two-th irds 
of his opponent play 5 .e4 . 
After 5 . a3 B lack has 5 . . .  �d6! ?, when 6.e4 
i s  met by 6 . . . �e5 ! .  
5 . . .  .Q.b4 6 . .Q.d3 
White has an imposing centre, and B lack 
w i l l  have to fi nd counterplay soon . 
Col in  also give the fol low ing al ternatives: 
- 6 . .Q.g5 h6 7 .�xf6 xf6 8 .�f3 �xc3+ 
9.bxc3 a6=F with a big hole on c5 .  
(9 . . .  e7 i s  a lso good ) 
- 6.e5 e4 7. e2 0-0 8 .a3 lLlxc3 9 .bxc3 
(9. xc3 �xc3+ I O.bxc3 exd5 l l .cxd5 d6) 
9 . . .  .Q.c5=F with a lead in  development .  
6 . . .  c6!  

A good nove l ty that requ i res calcu lat ion 
( or preparat ion ), a 7 .e5 now eems trong. 
Col i n  writes that he fi rst played this move in 
the 2008 Bunrat ty congres . Somehow, the 
game has not entered the databa es, o we 
can st i l l  pre ent i t  a a no e l ty ! o l i n  found 
the move over the board, and write that : 
'Th is  l i ne st i l l  come up qu i te often for me 
on l i ne ( most ly b l i t z ) .  I f  White plays ' natu
ra l move ' wi th a vague plan of holding a 
trong centre, he can qui te ea i l y  end up 

fac i ng th i  l i ne .  Wi th be t play from White, 



Black has no trouble achiev ing equal i ty ( at 
the very least ) which I be l ieve is the real 
value of this move, and probably means the 
Advance Variation w i thout a3 i s  a bad idea 
in general for Whi te. ' His score from th is  
posi t ion is  about 65% from 20 games. 
6 . . .  b5 was recommended by Arthur Kogan 
in SOS-6. Kogan warmly upports B l ack's 
cause after 7 .cxb5 exdS 8 .e5 d4.  However, 
i nstead of 8 .e5 ,  Whi te shou ld play 9.exd5 
which seems to promise an advantage. 
A good al ternat ive i s  6 . . .  exd5 7 .cxd5 c6 ( as 
played by Dizdarev ic against lotov at Plov
d iv 20 I 0) but this does not offer Whi te any 
dangerous temptat ions and equa l i zes.  
7.e5?!  
Again I wou ld l i ke to quote Col i n  a t  length :  
' I  th ink th is  move i s  an error, as  i t  leads to  
B lack get t ing three pawns for a piece ( at the 
very least ) and a very comfortable posi t ion .  
No one expects a kn ight sac so early, which 
i where the SOS factor comes in ,  I guess ! 
Of course Whi te doesn ' t  have to play eS, 
but in that ca e B lack gets a very playable 
pos i t ion wi thout much effort ,  because the 
pressure on dS means Whi te cannot hold 
on to his extended centre .  Most of the fol 
low ing variat ion i l lustrate that B l ack s im
ply exchanges on dS and cast les, wi th  c lear 
equa l i ty ( i n fact Whi te has to be sl ight ly 
more carefu l ,  or he can be left wi th  a hor
r ible pawn tructure ) .' 
- 7 .ttlf3 cxdS 8 .exd5 0-0 9 .dxe6 dxe6 is 
s l ight ly better for B lack .  
- 7 .ttle2 cxdS 8 .cxd5 exdS 9 .exd5 and now 
B l ack hou ld accept the pawn on offer: 
9 . . .  ttlxd5 I 0.0-0 xc3 l l .ttlxc3 0-0 and 
White has just about enough compensation 
for the pawn .  
- 7 .dxe6 dxe6 8 .ttlf3 ttlbd7 9.�e2 (9 .'ifc2? 
ttlcS+; 9.e5? !  ttlcS) i s  about equal . 
7 . . .  cxd5! 8.exf6 
White must accept the sacrifice. 
8 .. .  xf6 

The SOS Fi les 

9.�d2 
- 9.\t>f l  i s  the best move, as i t  protects 
g2 and moves out of the p in :  9 . . .  dxc4 
I O.�c2 ( I O.�xc4? �xc3 l l .bxc3 xc3 is 
a double attack)  I O . . .  �xc3 l l .bxc3 'ifxc3 
1 2 .�d2 f6 1 3 . e2 dS and while thi ngs 
t i l l  look unc lear, B lack eems to be more 

comfortable. 
- 9 .ttle2? d4+ I O.'ifb3 ( I  O.a3 dxc3 l l .axb4 
cxb2) I O . . .  �aS I 1 .0-0 dxc3 1 2 .bxc3 ttla6 
1 3 .�e3 0-0 1 4 .c5 ttlxcS I S .�xcS 'ifgS! 
1 6 .ttlg3 'ifxcS and B l ack won in the stem 
game Rea-Menzies, Bunratty Chal lengers 
2008 . 
- 9 .'iWc2? d4+ .  
9 . . .  dxc4 The threat o n  g 2  i s  why the whole 
variation works. 1 o.�f1 d5 

And with three pawns for the piece, and 
a dominat ing centre, B l ack has the better 
chances. 
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SOS in the Lasker Defence 
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Let's p lay 1 O.h4 ! ?  

0 Levon A ronian 
• Pentala Harikrishna 

Ningbo World Teams 2011 

The La ker Defence of the Queen 's  Gambit 
i qu i te fashionable the e day . A o often 
i n  chess the World hampion i ett i ng the 
tandard .  Anand u ed th i s  rock- olid l i ne 

of the econd World Champion to succe -
fu l l y  defend h i s  t i t l e  aga in  t Ve e l i n  Topa
Jov. ot only did he w i n  the 1 2th and fi nal 
game of the i r  20 I 0 World Champion h ip 's  
match, but later i n  the year he a !  o repeated 
the l i ne in anj i ng to core another de a -
tat i ng w i n  agai nst the Bu lgarian . 
Former World Champion V lad im i r  Kram-

1 6  

n ik  i of course another major adherent of 
La ker's s impl i fy i ng manoeuvre .  The urn
mer of 20 I I  may have warmed the heart s  
of l .d4 devotee though, as Levon Aron ian 

arne up with a remarkable idea that so far 
has brought Whi te great open ing re u l t  . 
I n  great SOS ty le Aron ian goe h4 and g4 
where prev iously player on ly con idered 
uch mundane matters as deve lopment and 

ca t l i ng .  Enjoy ! 
1 .d4 f6 2.c4 e6 3. f3 d5 4. c3 �e7 
5.�g5 h6 6.�h4 0-0 7.e3 e4 
Th i i known as La ker's Defence .  B lack 
aims to exchange two pai rs of mi nor pieces, 
thereby re l ieving hi game. s he ha no 



weaknesses he a ims to equa l ize i n  the early 
middlegame, often by means of . . .  dxc4 and 
. . .  e5 or . . .  c5 .  
8.�xe7 'ifxe7 9Jtc1 
9.cxd5 tt:lxc3 I O.bxc3 exd5 i s  another main 
l i ne i n  the Lasker. 
9 . . .  c6 
This i s  thought to be more accurate than the 
i mmediate 9 . . .  tt:lxc3 I O .llxc3 c6, al though 
play usual ly transposes. I n terest i ngly, Aro
n ian 's  idea had been anticipated in thi 
posi t ion by Dutch grandmaster Jan Werle 
(a lbe i t  in a rapid game) .  

.i�.t 
ii 

l l .g4 ! ?  - Wh i te argue that the pawn on 
h6 is a c lear target w i th  B lack a l ready cas
t led on the k i ngside. Moreover, after the 
exchange on c3  B l ack has no m i nor pieces 
deve loped j ust yet, so how i he ever goi ng 
to profit from the ' weaken ing '  g4? I ndeed, 
there is no break i n  the centre ava i lable i n  
rep ly to th i s  audacious flank attack .  I I  . . .  
tLld7 1 2 .llg I ( 1 2 .h4 looks even better, and 
cou ld in fact transpose to our main game, i f  
Hari kr ishna had taken on c3 on move I I ) 
1 2  . . .  g6? ! 1 3 .g5 h5 ( 1 3 . . .  hxg5 1 4 .tt:lxg5 ,  
when 1 4  . . .  e5 1 5 .cxd5 cxd5 1 6.dxe5 
look a l i t t l e  better for Whi te ,  wh i l e  1 4  . . .  
tLlf6 1 5 .h4 e 5  o r  1 4  . . .  Wg7 may b e  better) 
1 4 .cxd5 exd5 1 5 .�e2 .  B l ack has ended up 
i n  a pos i t ion where he has no pawn break 

SOS in the Lasker Defence 

( .. . f6 or . . .  c5 ) w i thout damaging his truc
ture ,  Werle-Van der Werf, Leeuwarden 
rapid 2009 . 
1 0.h4 
Within the SOS-series we have often 
remarked that move l i ke h4 and g4 in the 
open i ng are the hal l mark of modern chess. 
However, no one had actual ly  dared (or 
perhaps even thought of) p laying i t  i n  th i s  
respectable Queen ' s  Gambi t  pos i t ion .  
However, once you are c lever enough ( or 
crazy enough?) to have come up w i th  the 
idea, i t  may stri ke you that B l ack i s  not 
exact ly  in a great pos i t ion to take advan
tage of th i s  flank attack wi th  the prescribed 
break in the centre .  He s imply has too l i t 
t le  control  over t he  central squares a t  the 
moment ( the price of p lay ing twice w i th  
the  same piece i n  the  open ing and exchang
ing off h i s  good bi shop). 
I ndeed, had the open ing been a S ic i l ian,  
where B lack had cast led k i ngside and had 
weakened his k ing wi th  . . .  h6, then I th ink 
that we a l l  wou ld have tarted to embark 
on a flank attack .  So hats off for Aron ian 
for this origi nal open ing idea i n  SOS-style. 
And while we are at i t ,  we might as wel l  
wonder i f  I O.g4 i sn ' t  p layable as wel l ?  

.i�.t 
ii 

The answer is not exact ly blowing in the 
wind .  In h i  20 1 1 fir I round World Cup 
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match, Au t rian GM Marku. Ragger tw ice 
played th is  move ver us Alekseev. Two 
draws were the resu l t ,  but in both games 
Ragger was comfortably placed, to say the 
very least : I O . . .  l:!.d8 ( I  O . . .  t2Jd7 l l . h4 was 
played in Ragger-Aiekseev, Khanty-Man
siysk 20 I I , a game w ith the regular FIDE 
tempo. Play transpose to the comment 
on move I I  i n  our main game . Note that 
IO . . .  f5 ! ?  l l .gxf5 �f6 was a bl i tz game 
Halk ias-D .Fridman, Warsaw 20 1 0) I I.J:[g l 
( l l . h4 c5 1 2 .cxd5 exd5 ! was B l ack's mai n 
idea. Play is unclear, as B lack has counter
play too: 1 3 .g5 t2Jc6 1 4 .gxh6 �f6 ! ) I I . . .  
c 5  ( the idea beh ind placing the rook o n  d8. 
Alekseev aims for counterp lay in  the cen
tre )  1 2 .cxd5 t2Jxc3? !  ( 1 2  . . .  exd5 has to be 
investigated too, of course . Whi te cou ld 
cont inue 1 3 .g5 !? ,  when 1 3  . . .  hxg5? !  - 1 3  . . .  
tbxg5 1 4 .t2Jxg5 hxg5 1 5 .�h5 !? ;  1 3  . . .  t2Jxc3 
1 4.llxc3 hxg5 1 5 .t2Jxg5 - 1 4.t2Jxe4 dxe4 
1 5 .t2Jxg5 favours Whi te great ly, a 1 5  . . .  cxd4 
i s  met by 1 6.�c4 ! ) 1 3 .llxc3 cxd4 ( 1 3  . . .  llxd5 
1 4 .'iYc2 ! ;  1 3  . . .  exd5? 1 4 . J:hc5 ) 1 4 .t2Jxd4 
exd5 . Whi te has a structural edge but he has 
to take care of his king in the centre ,  or so 
i t  seems. Ragger, in fact ,  de monstrates that 
i t  i s  B lack's k ing who has all the worries :  
1 5 .g5 ! ( very energet ic ! )  1 5  . . .  hxg5  1 6.�h5 
g4 ( 1 6 . . .  f6 1 7 .�d3 just wins  for White )  

1 7  .l:hc8 ( a  powerfu l sacri fice, but not the 
best one ! Chess engi nes w i l l  prove that 
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White i s w inn ing after 1 7 .�d3 g6 1 8 .�xg6 !  
fxg6 1 9 .'iYxg6+ 'iYg7 20.�h5 ! !  - th is  type 
of quiet  move i s  d i fficu l t  for humans to fi nd. 
B lack has no sat isfactory defence against the 
threat of 2 1 .l:!.xc8 and 22.l:l.xg4. The main 
l i ne i s  20 . . .  t2Jc6 2 1 .t2Jxc6 bxc6 22 .llxc6 
Wf8 23 .l:tg6 and queen and rook join i n  a 
w inn ing attack)  1 7  . .  . J:hc8 1 8 . xg4 (and 
he re 1 8 .�d3 ! was st i l l  good enough for a 
w inn ing posi t ion after 1 8 . . .  b4+ - 1 8  . . .  g6 
1 9 .�xg6 fxg6 20.l:Xg4+- - 1 9.�d l t2Jc6 
20.'iYxg4 �f8 2 1 .�xg7+ �e7 22.'ilfg5+) 
1 8  . . .  'iYf8 1 9 .t2Je6 !  ( 1 9 .t2Jf5 t2Jc6 20. h5 g6 
2 1 .llxg6+ fxg6 22.�xg6+ �h8 23 .�h5+ 
i a draw ) 1 9  . . .  llc l + !  ( 1 9 . .  . fxe6 20. xe6+ 
�h8 2 1 .llg5 'iYb4+ 22:;t•d l w in  for Whi te )  
20.�d2 fxe6 2 1 .'il¥xe6+ 't'i f7 22 .  xf7+ 
�xf7 23.Wxc I and Whi te i s  a paw n up 
but did not win i n  Ragger-Aiekseev, F I DE 
World Cup 20 I I rapid.  
- The bori ng I O.�e2 t2Jxc3 l l .llxc3 dxc4 
1 2 .�xc4 tl:\d7 is the main l i ne ,  where Whi te 
has not exact ly  been able to prove anyth ing 
late ly. 
1 0  . . . tUd7 
M i khai l Golubev 's I O . . .  lld8 i s  in terest i ng .  
The idea i to transpo e to our comments 
on Ragger-Alekseev above after I l .g4 c5 
1 2 .cxd5 exd5 . S t i l l ,  White does not have 
to lunge forward now. I wou ld propose 
l l .'iYc2 ! ? . 
1 1 .g4 



This  posi t ion may at o be reached v ia the 
move I O.g4 lLld7 l l .h4,  as was the case 
i n  the Ragger-Aiekseev mentioned game 
i n  the prev ious comment .  B lack i s  now at 
crossroads .  
1 1  . . .  e5 
l n  principle the logical stri ke i n  the centre .  
• l l  . .  . f5 1 2 .gxf5 exf5 ( 1 2  . . .  J:rxf5 deserves 
attention, a l though I would not m ind play
i ng the posi t ion after 1 3 .Ad3 ; 1 3 .lLlxe4 dxe4 
1 4 .lLld2 e5 ! 1 5 .d5 lLlc5 i unclear but seems 
fine for B lack )  1 3 .cxd5 lLlxc3 1 4Jhc3 cxd5 
1 5 .�b3 �e4 ( harp, but otherw ise Whi te 

j u  t has a sound structure and better deve l 
opment .  1 5  . . .  lLJf6 1 6 .lLle5 must  be better for 
Whi te)  1 6.�e2 lLlf6 1 7Jlg l f4 1 8 .J:rc7 

i. j_ 1.� 
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and now : 
- 1 8  . . .  lLle8? 1 9 . d2 ! h7 ( 1 9 . .  .'�f5 
20Jle7 ) 20. xd5+ \t>h8 2 1 .l:te7 Af5 22 .e4 
�g6 23 .h5 lLlf6 24.�xb7 J:rab8 25 .hxg6 
J:rxb7 26.J:rxb7 ! g8 27 .Ac4 and B lack 
resigned after a few more moves in  Sam
buev-Martchenko, Montreal 20 I I . 
- 1 8  . . .  Ad7 1 9 .lLle5 fxe3 wa best ,  when 
play i s  unclear after 20. xe3 b I + . 
- 1 8  . .  .'�b l +? 1 9 .Ad l and B lack has no 
sat i factory defence against the attack 
on g7: 1 9  . . .  Ad7 ( 1 9  . . .  J:rf7 20.J:rxf7 �xf7 
2 1 .lLle5+ �g8 22 .  b4+-) 20.lLle5 J:rad8 
2 1 .l:txb7 fxe3 22 .fxe3 e4 23 . .tf3 xh4+ 
24.\t>e2, w inn ing materia l .  

SOS in the Lasker Defence 

• l l . . .lLld6 ! ? 1 2 .c5 ( 1 2 .cxd5 exd5 
would open the e - fi l e  i n  B l ack ' s  favour, 
wh i l e  the kn igh t  on d6 is ex tremely wel l 
p l aced. However, p lay i s  st i l l  i n terest
i ng  after 1 3 .g5 ;  1 2 .g5 ! ?  i s  a worthw h i le 
t ry as 1 2  . . .  lLlxc4 1 3 .Axc4 dxc4 1 4 .gxh6 
gxh6 1 5 .lLld2 favour Whi te )  1 2  . . .  lLle8 
1 3 .g5 e5 ! 1 4 .gxh6 gxh6 1 5  . .1:tg l + lLlg7 
( Whi te  keeps an edge after both 1 5  . . .  �h8 
1 6 .dxe5 lLlxe5 1 7 .�d4 f6 1 8 .�f4 and 
1 5  . . .  �h7 1 6 .dxe5 lLlxe5 1 7 .lLlxe5 �xe5 
1 8 .�d3+ ) 1 6 .�h3 (on ly  equal seems 
1 6 .dxe5 lLlxe5 1 7  .lLlxe5 �xeS 1 8 . d4 
� xd4 1 9 .exd4 �f5 ) 1 6  . . .  f5 ( t ronge r  than 
1 6  . . .  e4 1 7 .Axd7 ! Axd7 1 8 .lLle5 ) 1 7 .dxe5 
lLJxe5 1 8 .lLlxe5 draw agreed i n  v i ew of 
the equal  ending after 1 8  . .  .'� xe5 1 9 .�d4 
� xd4 20.exd4 f4. Ragger-A iekseev, 
K han ty -M ansiysk 20 I I . 
• l l  . . .  tLJxc3 1 2 .J:rxc3 seems l i ke a conces
sion, but may actual ly transpose to the game, 
whi le  i t  i s  also re levant in view of the ( les 
accurate ) move order 9 . . .  xc3 I O.J:rxc3 c6 
l l .g4 ! ?  lLld7 1 2 .h4. 1 2  . . .  e5 ( play is a lso 
sharp after 1 2  . . .  dxc4 1 3 .Axc4 - 1 3 .g5 ! ? -
1 3  . . .  b5 1 4 .Ae2 - 1 4.Ad3 e5 wi th  counter
play - 1 4  . . .  Ab7 1 5 .g5 ) 1 3 .cxd5 cxd5 1 4 .g5 
and we have transposed to the main game. 
1 2.cxd5 tt::lxc3 
B lack final ly has to exchange the knights .  
1 2  . . .  cxd5 1 3 .lLlxd5 �d6 and B lack has no 
compensation for the pawn .  
1 2  . . .  exd4 1 3 .�xd4 lLlxc3 1 4 .l:txc3 cxd5 
1 5 .g5 ! with a · uperior posi t ion .  
1 3.l:txc3 cxd5 
1 3  . . .  lLlb6 i s  met by the in termediate move 
1 4 .d6 ! �xd6 1 5 .lLlxe5 �d5 1 6 .J:rg l �xa2 
1 7  .g5 ! with a strong attack.  
1 3  . . .  lLlf6 1 4 .d6 �xd6 1 5 . xe5 also looks 
worse for B lack .  
1 4.g5 
Everything accord ing to plan ! Whi te has 
made contact wi th  the enemy, wh i le h is  
pos i t ion i n  the centre i st i l l  stable. 

1 9  



Jeroen Bosch 

1 4  . . .  h5 
Harikrishna understandably wants to keep 
a l l  fi les on the k ingside c losed . However, 
pawn h5 is a further weakne s, and even  
optica l ly  i t  i clear that Whi te ' s  open i ng has 
been a success .  
• A few weeks later at the Summer Un i 
ver iade i n  China Kravtsiv played 14  . . .  hxg5 
1 5 .hxg5 e4, which looks extreme ly  risky 
because of the opening of the h -fi le .  

- Wang Hao now cont inued 1 6 .lLld2? ! ,  
forc ing B lack t o  take the g-pawn,  when the 
game went 1 6  . .  .'�xg5 1 7 .llh5 �g l 1 8 Jlh3 
( not 1 8 .llxd5 lLlf6, when  B lack is be tter)  
1 8  . . .  lLlf6 1 9 .llg3 �h I  but fai led to obtain 
sufficient compe nsat ion . I t  was obv ious 
that B lack was bette r after the cont inua
t ion 20.lLlb3 b6 2 l .Wd2 �g4 22.�c I J:lac8 
23 .�a6 �xc I +  24.lLlxc I llxc3 25 .bxc3 
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llb8, Wang Hao- Kravtsiv, Shenzhen 20 I I . 
I n  the end the eve ntual w inner  of the si l ver 
medal managed to draw w i th Whi te .  
- More logical i 1 6 .lLle5 ! ,  when  after 
1 6  . . .  lLlxe5 ( 1 6  . . .  �xg5 1 7  .lhc8 l:!.axc8 
- 1 7  . . .  J:lfxc8? 1 8 .llh8++- - 1 8 .lLlxd7 
favours Whi te )  Wh i te can take advantage 
of the open h -fi le wi th  1 7 .�h5 f6 ( 1 7  . . .  
lLlf3+? 1 8 .'it;d I f6 1 9 .g6) 1 8 .g6 ( 1 8 .gxf6 
lLlf3+ 1 9 .�xf3 �xf6 20.�xf6 llxf6 is an 
unpleasant ending for B lack )  1 8  . . .  lLlxg6 
1 9 .�xg6 w i th a trong attack .  After 1 9  . . .  
�d7 20.�h7+ ® f7  2 1 .llg I llg8 22.�h5+ 
®f8 23.'�'xd5 Whi te has retrieved h is  pawn 
w i th a better posi t ion .  
• 14  . . .  e4 1 5 .lLld2 hxg5 can be answered 
by 1 6 . h5 and th i  must be the reason 
why Kravt iv fir t took on g5 before play
ing . . .  e4. Whi te w i l l  re trieve the pawn and 
keeps a sl ight edge. 
1 5.�b5! ?  
The s imple 1 5 .�e2 i s  also worth 
considering.  
1 5  . . .  exd4 
Black sees an opportun i ty to exchange 
queens and goes for it, but in the ending 
Whi te '  p lus i s  indi  putable . 
Stronger is 1 5  . . .  e4 1 6 .�xd7 ( 1 6 . d2 
lLlb6 ! 1 7 .'�'xh5 a6 1 8 .�e2 �f5 and Whi te 
has won a pawn ,  but th is  is a pynhic vic
tory a the qual i ty of B lack '  posi t ion has 
considerably increased over  the last few 
moves) 1 6  . . .  �xd7 1 7 .lLle5 llac8 1 8 .�xh5 
llxc3 1 9 .bxc3 and now after 1 9  . . .  �f5 B lack 
certai n ly  has compensat ion for the pawn,  
a l though I wou ld st i l l  prefer  Whi te .  
1 6.�xd4 'f¥e4 1 7.1be4 dxe4 1 8.tDd2 
tbe5 
1 8  .. .f5 keeps the pawn but places another  
pawn on a l ight square .  
1 9.tbxe4 �e6 20.f4! �d5 
White has a d is t inct endgame plus after 
20 . . .  lLlg4 2 1 .lLlc5 �xa2 22 .We2.  
21 .fxe5 �xe4 
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22.0-0! 
Aronian fol lows  R ichard Ret i ' s  d ictum that 
one . hould only ca t ie  once there i s  no bet
ter move avai lable . 
22 . . .  �d5 
After the exchange of rooks with 22 . . .  U.ac8 
23Jbc8 ( 23 .�c4 ! ?)  23 . . .  J:rxc8 Whi te has 
24.e6 !  fxe6 25 .�d7 to keep his edge .  
23.�d7 J:l.fdB 24..1:tc7 
B lack is v i rtua l ly stalemated, and has to 
wait when  and where he w i l l  be deal t  the 
fi nal blow. 
24 . . .  a5?! 
Whi te shou ld w in  after 24 . . .  �xa2 25.g6!  
fxg6 26.e6. 
25.a4 J:ta6 26.llf4! 

SOS in the Lasker Defence 

26.J:rd l ? ! i s  a se l f-p in  and there i s  no poin t  
i n  a l low ing the rook ending after 26 . . .  �e6 
27.g6!  �xd7 28 .gxn+ wxn 29.J:rdxd7+ 
J:rxd7 30.J:rxd7+ Wf8 3 l .llxb7 llg6+ ! 
32 .<itf2 l:.g4 when  33 .b4 !  shou ld st i l l  w in .  
26 . . .  J:tf8 27.J:td4 

.i .  
A I:l � A A  

.i 
A .t �  � · 
� l:t � 

� 
� 

w 
Now the bishop has to leave i ts  opt imal 
square, after which a l l  i s  c lear. 
27 . . .  �c6 27 . . .�e6 28.J:rxb7.  28.e6 fxe6 
29.�xe6+ WhB 30.�f7 llb6 31 .b3 �f3 
32.g6 ttc6 33.J:txc6 bxc6 34.e4 �e2 
35.e5 
A fantast ic w in  after a complete ly nove l 
idea i n  an age-old main l i ne of the Queen ' s  
Gambit Dec l ined. 
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CHAPTER 3 

Simon Williams 

King 's Gam bit :  Tartakower Variation 

1 . e4 e5 2 . f4 exf4 3 .�e2 ! ?  

D Henry Edward Bird 
• Leon Weiss 

Bradford 1888 

1 .e4 e5 2.14 exf4 3.�e2 
According to Y.Estri n and I . B .Giazkov, i n  
their book Play the King 's Gambit, 'This  
cont inuation was fir t sugge ted by the wel l 
known Russian player Petroff i n  the 1 840s ' . 
Petroff is more wel l  known for figuring out 
a rather bori ng reply to l .e4, but i f  he did 
come up with 3 .�e2 then credi t  where credi t  
i s  due ! 
Th is  ' l inle bi shop gambit '  i a very in ter
est ing way of trying to take your opponent 
out of theory. The bi hop i s  more passively 
placed on e2 compared to c4 but there are 
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some benefi ts  to placing the bi hop on th is  
square. For a start White can now often con-
ider meet ing . . .  tt:lf6 wi th e5. This lost a lot 

of its t i ng wi th a bi shop on c4, as B lack 
cou ld reply wi th . . .  d5 ! .  This reply i s  not 
po sible now. Whi te can now also play c4 
in some variation , th is  is especia l ly effec
t ive when B lack reacts w i th 3 . . .  d5 .  Another 
obv iou benefi t i that Whi te has de layed 
developing h is  knight to f3 so he doe not 
have to worry about . . .  g5 and then . . .  g4. Do 
I bel ieve that 3 .�e2 is ound? It certai n ly 
has great surprise value and that i s  what the 
SOS books are about .  In general most gam
bit l i nes are now going out of fa hion due 
to computer i nvol vement but I be l ieve that 



3 .�e2 ! ? has the potent ia l  to score orne dev
astat ing wins .  The problem with 3 .�e2 ! ? i s  
3 . .  .f5 ! .  I f  B lack fi nds th i  move then Whi te 
must be happy to a im for equal i ty. 

3 . . . f5 ! 
To start th is  chapter off we are going to 
look at some of the earl iest games played in 
this variat ion .  Two famous players, Henry 
B i rd and Sav ie l ly  Tartakower, were the fi rst 
strong player to experiment wi th 3 .�e2 . 
Alekh ine ment ioned that he bel ieved 3 . . .  
fS ! t o  be a good reply t o  3 .�e2 and i t  does 
certa in ly seem cri t ica l .  In pract ical play 
3 . . .  f5 ! is qu i te a rare guest and th is  move 
does look very odd,  o I expect that only a 
we l l -prepared opponent wou ld play i n  th i s  
manner. 3 . .  .f5 ! does seem l i ke a good move 
though and i t  looks l i ke Whi te shou ld a im 
for equal i ty wi th  S .d4 ! ? . That i one reason 
why th is  open ing is best used a a surpri se 
weapon ! 
• 3 . . .  0.e7 i i n tere t ing .  B lack a im to play 
. . .  dS but by play ing the kn ight to e7 and not 
f6 B lack avoids the unpleasant mo e eS .  
Now 4.d4 dS S .exdS 0.xd5 6.0.f3 �b4+ 
7.c3 �e7 8 .0-0 0-0 9.c4 e3 I O.�xe3 fxe3 
I I . d3 �f6 wa l ight ly better for B lack in 
Tartakower-Aiekhi ne, New York 1 924. 
However, 4.  f3 ! i s  correct ,  when the pos i 
t ion wou ld transpo e to our next  game after 
4 . . .  d5 S .exdS xdS, which looks fi ne for 
White .  

King's Gambit :  Tartakower Variation 

In the game Ree- Bok, Netherlands n 
20 I 01 1 1 , B lack p layed 4 . . .  0.g6 i n stead, 
after 5 .0.c3 c6 6.d4 dS 7 .exd5 cxdS 8 .0-0 
0.c6 9 .�d3 �e7 1 0.0.e2 �g4 l l .c3 �d6 
1 2 .�b3 0.ce7 1 3 .�xb7 0--0 1 4 .�b3 'fid7 
I S .�d2 a tense s i tuation had ari sen,  after 
I S  . . .  �xf3 1 6 .l:txf3 0.h4 Ree correct l y  sac
ri ficed the exchange wi th  1 7 .l:txf4 �xf4 
1 8 .0.xf4 wi th about even chances. 
• 3 . . .  d5 eems to be B lack's most common 
reply to 3 .�e2. Th i s  move w i l l  be examined 
in more depth in the next game of th i s  chap
ter. 4.exd5 0.f6 

S .c4? !  was Tartakower choice on a couple of 
occasions. This is  not to be recommended 
though ( I  wou ld st ick to quick develop
ment with 5 .0.f3 ! .  which look. be t and 
i s  examined later on in th is  chapter)  S . . .  c6 
6.d4 �b4+ (6  . . .  cxd5 7 .�xf4 dxc4 8 .�xc4 
�b4+ 9.0.c3 0-0 I 0.0.e2 �g4 1 1 .0-0 0.bd7 
1 2 .'ifb3 �xc3 1 3 .bxc3 was sl ight ly bet 
ter  for White i n  Tartakower-Bogolj ubow, 
New York 1 924) H�f l cxdS 8 .�xf4 dxc4 
( 8 . . .0-0 ! . ) 9.�xb8 0.d5 !  I O.<it>f2 l:rxb8,  wi th  
an a lready very good posi t ion for B lack i n  
Tartakower-Capablanca, New York 1 924. 
4.e5 
4.exf5 look dubious, as Black can reply 
4.. . h4+ S .Wf l  dS and Black's posit ion 
already look good. Thoeng-Hector, Antwerp 
1 994, cont inued 6.0.c3 (6.g3?! fxg3 7.<i;g2 
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gxh2 8.l:l.xh2 'f:fg5+ 9.<.to>h I is one amusing 
idea - White is  re lying on the open l ines on 
the k ingside to generate some play. A word 
of warning though : this does look very dodgy 
and I wou ld only suggest that you even think 
about playing thi l i ne in  a b l i tz game ! )  6 . . .  c6 
7 .d4 �xf5 8 .tl:ltJ 'f:fh6, when White was lack
ing any counterplay for the pawn.  
4.d3? !  seems to be a nove lty as early as move 
4! The posi t ion does look good for B lack 
though, as long as he plays 4 . . .  �h4+ ! 5 .'it;lf l  
fxe4 6.dxe4 �c5 ! ,  wi th a b ig  advantage . 
4 . . .  d6 I t  makes sense to immediately attack 
White's centre. 

5.t2Jf3 
- In an earl ier game B i rd tried capturing on 
d6. B i rd-Zukertort , London 1 886, cont in 
ued 5 .exd6 h4+ B lack i s  advised to play 
th is  before Whi te has a chance to play tJ .  
6.<it>f l �xd6 7 .d4 tl:le7 8 .tl:ltJ f6 9.c4, 
funn i ly  enough this transposes t the posi 
t ion after I O.c4 in  t he  mai n game. 
- 5 .d4 ! ?  has been ugge ted in orne place 
and it doe remain an intere t i ng choice. 
Mie e -Maroczy, Vienna 1 903, cont inued 
5 . . .  dxe5 6 .dxe5 "fkh4+ (cri t ica l ,  a otherwise 
White wou ld probably be able to capture hi . 
pawn back on f4 wi th a sat isfactory posi 
t ion .  6 . . .  xd I+ is  a rather du l l  way to play 
but it a lso looks l i ke a safe way to equal ise. 
In orne case B lack cou ld even claim an 
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edge due to White's e-pawn .  7 .�xd I tl:lc6 
8 .�xf4 tl:lge7 9.tl:lc3 looks roughly equal .  
Here 9 . . .  tl:lg6? ! al lows I O.�h5 ) 7 .'it;lf l �c5 
8 .tl:lh3 �e3 9.tl:lc3 (9 .�xe3 fxe3 I O.�b5+ 
was suggested in Play the King 's Gambit, 

but the authors stop analysing at th is point ! 
To be honest I do not real ly  see the point  
to this move and i t  ju  t looks l i ke Black i s  
doing wel l ,  for example: I O . . .  c6 and now 
maybe Whi te cou ld try I I . c3 !? but th i  
looks inadequate : l l  . . .  cxb5 - l l  . . .  f4 ! ?  must 
also be good for B lack - 1 2 .tl:lxb5 'f:fc4+ 
1 3 . e2 �xe2+ 1 4 .Wxe2 tl:la6 White is  lack
ing any compensation for the piece. B lack 
is w inn ing)  9 . . .  �e6 (9 . . .  tl:le7 !  looks more 
precise, as after I O.tl:ld5 - I O. d3 ! ? - I O . . .  
tl:lxd5 l l .�xd5 tl:lc6 Black has managed 
to keep h is  l ight-squared bishop which 
does help  plug up some holes) I 0.  d5 ( I  0. 
�xe3 ! looks even better, for example: I 0 . . .  
fxe3 l l .tl:lb5 tl:la6 1 2 . d4 ! �xd4 1 3 . xd4 
�c8 1 4.�b5+ We7 - 1 4  . . .  c6 1 5 .tl:lxc6 - 1 5 . 
�xa6 bxa6 1 6 .tl:lf4, when White shou ld be a 
bit better) I O . . .  �xd5 I I . xd5 tl:lc6 1 2 .�c4 
looked OK for White but B lack hou ld be 
able to improve his play earl ier on, both 
6. . .  xd I +  and 9 . . .  tl:le7 shou ld be fine for 
B lack.  
5 . . .  dxe5 6.t2Jxe5 

.i .. .t tv •  
.t. .t. .t.  

tt:J .t. 

���� il 
� tt:J il i¥ � 

6 . . . h4+ 
Crit ical and best .  

.t. 

.. .i 
.t. .t.  

�� 
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7.<.t;>f1 
If Whi te 's k ing was cast led here then he 
wou ld have fu l l  compensation for the pawn .  
Unfortunate ly Whi te 's  rook on h I  can not 
join i n  the game for a whi le, so the compen
sat ion looks a b i t  uspect .  
7 . . .  �d6 8.tt:lf3 'fif6 
B lack cou ld have a lso considered 8 . . .  �h6! ? 
so that the b lack knight can develop to f6, 
for example 9.d4 tt:lf6 I O.c4 c6 and B lack i s  
doing very we l l - he i s  a pawn up wi th good 
deve lopment ! 
9.d4 tt:le7 1 O.c4 c6 1 1 .tt:lc3 

The po i t ion i s  rather unclear. Whi te has 
ome chances in the centre of the board 

but B l ack i we l l  deve loped and has a dan
gerous pawn formation on the k i ngside. I 
wou ld prefer to be B lack but there i st i l l  a 
lot of play left i n  the po it ion .  
1 1  . . .  tt:ld7 
B lack cou ld have played l l . .. g5 ! ?, lead ing 
to a very me sy pos i t ion .  
1 2.�d2 h6? 
I f  B lack wanted to place h i  queen here, 
then he shou ld have done i t  on move 8 .  
Two more sensible moves were 1 2  . . . 0-0 and 
1 2  . . .  g5 .  
1 3 .c5! 
White takes h i s  chance to create some 
attack ing play. 
1 3  . . .  �c7 1 4. b3 
From b3 the queen take up a dangerous 

King's Gambit :  Tartakower Variation 

posi t iOn, pressuri z ing B lack's  queenside 
and k i ngside. 
1 4  .. .  tt:lf6 1 5.�c4 tt:le4 
1 5  . . .  b5 !? was worth consideri ng, as after 
1 6 .cxb6 axb6 B lack can consider play
ing . . .  .ia6 at some poin t  which exchanges 
Whi te 's  strong l ight-squared bishop off. 
1 6.J:te1 tt:lxd2+ 1 7.tt:lxd2 Wd8 1 8.tt:lf3! 
Whi te has c learly outplayed his opponent 
i n  the early m iddlegame and he now has 
a very good pos i t ion .  Some ideas i nc l ude 
tt:le5 and d5, open ing up the centre. 
1 8  . . .  b5 
This move shou ld have been played a long 
t ime ago ! 
1 9.�e6 b4 20.d5! 
S i mple and good . Whi te opens up B lack's 
k i ng .  
20 . . .  bxc3 21 .d6 J:tb8 22.dxe7+ <.t;>xe7 

K .t  K 
i .t � i i  
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23.�d7+? 
White cou ld have won a lot qu icker wi th  the 
fair ly straightforward 23 . .ig8+ ! ,  for exam
ple: 23 . . .Wd8 ( 23 . . .Wf6 24.�e6+ .ixe6 
25 .lhe6 mate ) 24.Ild l + !  ( 24.  n? would 
be a m istake due to 24 . . .  .ia6+ and the b lack 
k i ng can run away to the queenside) 24 . . .  
.id7 25 .  n Wc8 26.l:txd7 ! ,  w i th  a devas
tat i ng attack . 
23 . . .  Wd8 The bishop is i mmune:  
23 . . .  Wxd7?? 24 .�n+ Wd8 25 .  e7 mate. 
24. f7 �xd7 
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Or 24 . . .  �a6+ 25 .'i!tg l �d6 ! ? 26.cxd6 �xd6 
27. xg7 cxb2 28.<,1;>f2, and Whi te is winn ing. 
25.l:Id1  wca 26.�xd7+ 26.l:Xd7? a l lows 
B lack to defend with 26 . . .  .1:.b7. 
26 ... Wb7 27 . .1:.d6! The rest i s  easy. 
27 . . .  �h5 28.�xc6+ 'it>c8 29.�a6+ 
B lack resigned. 

D Klaus Bolding 
• Clement Hou riez 

Val d' lsere ch-FRA 2004 

1 .e4 e5 2.f4 exf4 3 . ..ie2! ?  d5 
A natural  response to 3 .�e2 ! ?. B l ack 
a ims for quick deve lopment, f iguring that 
White 's bi shop i s  rather pass ive ly placed 
on e2.  
4.exd5 tLlf6 
B lack can a lso consider 4 . . .  xdS, which 
i s  often a good idea i n  s im i lar l i nes of the 
K ing's  Gambi t ,  but here Whi te has a pleas
ant deve lopment advantage after 5 .tLlf3 
tt:lc6 6.tLlc3 �d8 7 .d4 �d6 8 .0-0. 
5.tLlf3! 

I wou ld i magine that if you take the p lunge 
and dec ide to play 3 .�e2 ! ?  then th is  posi 
t ion i s  one of t h e  m o  t l i kely p o  i t ions that 
you could reach .  I t  i s  a l  o worth noting that 
this pos i t ion i s  more common ly  reached via 
the move order l .e4 e5 2 . f4 exf4 3 .tLlf3 d5 
4.exd5 tLlf6 5 .�e2 . I t  i important that you 
try to get to grip wi th  what White shou ld 
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be try ing to do here. The basic plan i s  to 
advance in the centre wi th  c4 and d4, ca -
t ie  k i ngside and then recapture your pawn 
on f4. If you can ach ieve all thi then you 
shou ld be left w i th  a superior posi t ion .  This 
game i s  a model example of that ! 
5 . . .  tLlxd5 
• 5 . . .  �e7 i another way in which B l ack 
cou ld develop. Now amazing ly I can
not find any games i n  my database where 
Whi te has cont i nued wi th 6.c4 ! ?, which i 
the most logical move . Play could cont inue 
6 . . .  0-0 7 .0-0 c6 8 .dxc6 tLlxc6 9.d4. Whi te 
must have an advantage due to h i s  strong 
centre .  He can always play dS i f  the d-pawn 
becomes attacked. 
• S . . .  �d6 makes a lot of sense. The bi shop 
i s  more act ive on d6 compared to e7 and the 
bishop a lso guards the pawn on f4. On the 
downside, B lack's  bi shop maybe a target to 
Whi te ' s  c-pawn :  6.c4 c6 ( B lack ha to break 
up Whi te's trong pawn centre )  7 .dxc6 ( the 
safe t ,  even though 7 .d4 ! ?  cxdS 8.cS �c7 
is i n terest ing)  7 . . .  tt:lxc6 8 .d4 and Whi te 
shou ld be doing qu i te we l l  here due to h i s  
strong centre .  Bricard-Ludewig,  MUrren 
M i tropa Cup 1 987,  con t inued 8 . . .  0-0 9 .0-0 
a6 1 0.tLlc3 �c7 l l .�h l  �g4 1 2 .d5 �x f3 
1 3 .�xf3 tLleS 1 4 .�e2, wi th  a big advantage 
for White .  
6.c4 tLlf6 
- 6 . . .  tLlb4 ! ? is an i nterest ing idea, for exam
ple :  7 .d4 �fS and White can now cont i nue 
i n  romantic fash ion wi th 8 .0-0 ! ?  ( 8 .tLla3 i s  
more conservat ive ! ) , when he ha decent 
compen ation for the exchange after 8 . . .  

c 2  9 .�x f4 tt:lxa I I O .�d3 �xd3 I I .  xd3 
tLlc6 1 2 .tLlc3 and B l ack ha to fi nd a afe 
place to hide the k ing .  I f  he goe k i ngside 
then he must watch out for tLlgS ! . And i f  
1 2  . . .  �e7 , then 1 3 .tLld5 . 
- 6 . . .  tLlb6 makes it poss ib le for B lack to 
play . . .  gS i n  the fu tur  . Bergstrom-TErn t ,  
Gausdal 1 994, cont inued 7 .d4 



7 . . .  g5 ( th i s  move does save the pawn on f4 
but B l ack's  k ing is going to a lways fee l  a b i t  
i nsecure now ) 8 .h4 ! ?  ( a  safer opt ion wou ld 
have been 8 .0-0 �g7 9 .c5)  8 . .  . f6 ( 8  . . .  g4 ! 
9 .tDe5 f3 I O .gxf3 g3 looks good for B lack)  
9 .hxg5 fxg5 I O.tDe5 �g7 l l .�h5+ '<tf8 
1 2 .'it'e2 �e6 and now White shou ld have 
p layed 1 3 .b3 !, w i th  good chances. 
7.d4 I a l ready l i ke Whi te 's pos i t ion here .  
Wh i te w i l l  w in  the  pawn on f4 back and 
then he w i l l  be left wi th  the superior centre .  
7 . . .  �b4+ 
7 . . .  �d6 runs into 8.c5 �e7 9.tDc3 ! .  This 
move makes i t  more d i fficu l t  for B lack to 
secure h is  kn ight on the d5-square .  After 9 . . .  
�e6 I O.�xf4 tDc6 1 1 .0-0 Whi te has a space 
advantage but B lack does have control of 
the d5-square .  The posit ion i s  rough ly equa l .  
8.tDc3 tDc6 9.�xf4 W h i t e  h a s  a small  
advantage. 9 .. .  0-0 1 0.0-0 

King's Gambit :  Tartakower Variation 

We can ee just how usefu l  Wh i te '  d-pawn 
is. B l ack has to constant ly  be on guard for 
the d5 push.  Whi te 's  development is a lso 
very easy, he can con t i nue wi th  the s i mple 
p lan of 't\t'd2 and J:rad I /e I .  
1 0  . . .  tDh5 
A better p lan would have been I O . . .  J:re8, 
which aims to stop Wh i te from p lay ing 
't\t'd2.  P lay cou l d  con t i nue I I . a3 �d6 
( l l . . .�xc3 1 2 .bxc3 leaves B l ack  horr ib ly  
weak on the dark squares )  1 2 .tDe5 ! ?, when 
Wh i te has  a certa in  amount of pressure .  
1 1 .�g5!  
An obv ious but strong move . 
1 1  . . .  �e7 
l l  .. . f6 is a rather ug ly move to p lay. Whi te 
is better after 1 2 .�c I ! , the safest square for 
the bi shop. B lack ' s  p ieces are mi p laced, 
espec ia l ly  the kn ight on h5. Whi te i s  a lso 
ready to p lay d5 .  Note that 1 2 .�e3 J:te8 i s  
annoy ing for Whi te .  
1 2.�xe7 
An even stronger po s ib i l i ty was 1 2 .�e3 ! .  
Whi te n o  longer has t o  fear . .  Jle8 and 
Whi te ' s  dark-squared bi hop i s  superior to 
B l ack '  , o he shou ld keep these pieces on 
the board : 1 2  . . .  tDf6 ( the kn ight wa doi ng 
noth ing on h5, by p lay ing i t  to f6 B l ack 
can at lea  t threaten . . .  g4)  1 3 .d5 tDb8 
1 4 . d2, and Whi te ha a big advantage. 
1 2  . . .  tDxe7 1 3.tDg 5 ! ?  
Whi te a ims  for an i m mediate attack .  
A more sol id approach wou ld have been 
I H lfd2 tDf6 1 4 .�d3 c6 1 5 .l:H2, wi th  a safe 
advantage. Whi te has more space, a strong 
centre and better posi t ioned pieces. 
1 3  . . .  lUf6 
Another i nterest ing l i ne wou ld  have been 
1 3  . . .  tDf5 1 4 .1i:fd2 ( 1 4 .tLlxh7 Wxh7 1 5 .�xh5 
g6 1 6 .�f3 tDe3 1 7 .'it'd2 tDx f l  1 8 .J:rxf l  i s  
unclear, Whi te certa in ly  has compen ation 
for the exchange but he s t i l l  ha to prove 
whether it is enough) 1 4  . . .  tLlf6 1 5 .d5 and 
Whi te has the advantage. 
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1 4.�d3 

Route one tact ics ! White just wants to p lay 
llxf6 and 'iWxh7 mate. 
That i s  the way that you shou ld p lay the 
K i ng's Gambit ,  no messing about ,  a im 
straight for the  k ing !  
1 4  . . .  tt.Jg6 
14 . . .  �f5 !? was worth consideri ng, for 
example:  1 5 .Jlxf5 tt:\xf5 1 6.'iWxf5 'iWxd4+ 
1 7  .c.t;>h I llfe8 and Whi te has two mi nor 
pieces in exchange for a rook and pawn .  A 
trade that is normal ly  favourab le .  
Things are not so c lear here though, as 
B l ack has good control of the d- and e- fi les. 
1 5.h3 �d7 1 6.llf2 
White s lowly increa es the pressure on 
B l ack 's  pos i t ion .  
16 . . .  �c6 1 7.llaf1 �e7 
B l ack cou ld  have cons idered k ick ing  
Whi te ' s  kn ight on g5 away, for example  
1 7  . . .  h6, when Wh i te ha the i n terest i ng  
idea  1 8 .tt:\x f7 ! ? ,  when  B l ack  has  to be 
carefu l :  1 8  . . .  ll x t7 ( 1 8 . . .  x t7 ?  is a mi -
take due to 1 9 .�h5 , wh ich  w i n s  back 
the piece w i t h  i n terest ) 1 9 .d5 ( 1 9 . xg6 
�xd4 i s  fi ne for B lack )  1 9  . . .  tt:\e5 20.�g3 
�xd5 2 1 .'iWxe5 �c6 22 .c5 with the idea 
of p lay i ng �c4 22 . . .  'iWe7 and B l ack  i s  j u st 
about O K .  
1 8.d5 

;Thi s i s  good but Whi te al o had the i n ter
est ing exchange sacri fice 1 8 .llx f6 ! ? .  Th i s  
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move looks very tempt i ng, for exam
p le :  1 8  . . .  gxf6 1 9 .tt:\ge4 f5 20.l:!.xf5 �xe4 
2 1 .tt:\xe4 f6 after which Whi te has a dan
gerous i n i t ia t ive but B l ack can struggle on. 
1 8  . . .  �d7 

1 9. h 4 ! ?  
Here come t h e  reserves !  
1 9 . d4, p l ac i ng f6 u nder more pres
u re ,  a l so makes a lot  of  sense, for exam-

ple :  1 9  . . .  h6 20.llx f6 !  hxg5 ( 20 . . .  g x f6?  
2 1 .tt:\ge4 i s  horr ib le  for B l ac k )  2 1 .ll6f3 
and W h i te has a sma l l advantage. 
1 9  . . .  tt.Je5 
1 9  . . .  't!Ye5 l ooks l i ke an i mprovement .  
Wi th  t h i s  move B l ack  i s  a im ing to make i t  
hard for W h i te to p l ay h5 due to . . .  't!Yxg5 .  
Wh i te can st i l l  now p lay the exchange 
sacri fice on f6, for example 20.llx f6 ! ?  
g x f6 2 1 .tLlge4 f5 2 2 .  c5  �c8 23 . h5 ,  w i t h  
an  u nc lear pos i t ion .  
20. c2 
Whi te dec ides to keep an  eye on the 
h7 - quare .  A nother good choice would 
have been 20.'t!Yg3 ! ,  when Wh i te i s  threat
en i ng  tt:\e6 ! .  
Let ' take a l ook :  2 0  . .  .c.t;>h8 2 1 .  e6 ! fxe6 
22 .�xe5 't!Yc5 23 .b4 � x b4 24.dxe6 �c6 
25 .e7 and B l ack ' s  posi t ion  has fa l le n  
apart . Wh i te shou ld be w i nn i ng  here .  
20 . . .  h6  



21 .l:txf6 
An even stronger but hard plan to see was 
2 1 .d6 ! ,  w i th  the idea of t ry ing to p lay 
tt:ld5 next .  Play cou ld cont inue 2 l  . . .  �xd6 
( 2 l . . .  cxd6?? 22 .tt:ld5 tt:lxd5 23.�h7 mate ) 
22 .lld I c5 23 .tt:ld5 ! hxg5 24.b4 ! and out 
of nowhere B l ack's  queen i s  t rapped in  the 
m iddle of the board ! 
21 . . .  hxg5 2Voe4 
Again  22.d6 was in terest i ng, when one 
crazy l i ne goes 22 . . .  cxd6 23 .tt:ld5 d8 
24.J:I.h6 ! ?  ( madness ! )  24 . . .  tt:lg6 25 .tt:lf6+ 
(25 .J:I.h5 keeps the game al ive) 25 . . .  gxf6 
26.J:I.xg6+ fxg6 27 .�xg6+ Wh8 28 .�h6+, 
wi th a draw ! 

22 . . .  J:I.ae8? 
Black crumbles in a d i fficu l t  po i t ion .  A fter 
th i s  move the pos i t ion i . lost . B l ack shou ld 
have tried 22 . . .  tt:lg6 ! ,  when he seem · to be 
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defending everyth i ng, for example: 23 .hxg5 
gxf6 24 .gxf6 �e5 25 .�c l Wh7 26.tt:lg5+ 
Wg8 2H::le4 Wh7 28 .tt:lg5+ Wg8 29.tt:le4, 
wi th  a draw. 
23.tt:lxg5 The rest is easy. 
23 . . .  g6 23 . . .  tt:lg6 24 .J:I.xf7.  24.c5 
Whi te 's  centre has been a success story ! 
24 . . .  �f5 
A de perate try. Wh i te ' s  next move is rather 
easy to spot ! 
25.J:I.1 xf5 gxf5 26.�xf5 tt:lg6 27.h5 
27 .d6 ! or even 27 .tt:le6 ! were even stronger 
poss ib i l i t ies .  
27 . .  .'ti'xc5+ 28.�h 1  J:l.xe2 29.J:I.xg6+ 
�h8 30.'�f6 
Mate. 

D Jon A mason 
• Heikki Westerinen 

Brighton 1982 

1 .e4 e5 2.f4 exf4 3.�e2 tt:lc6 
This rare ly  een move i s  an in terest ing 
way of meet ing Whi te 's  open ing .  I do not 
be l ieve that i t  i s  as good as 3 . . . f5 !  but Whi te 
st i l l  has to respond act ively. We w i l l  look at 
all of B lack's  other sensib le opt ions in the 
next game. 
4.d4 
There cannot be too much wrong with th i s  
move . Whi te p lace another pawn i n  the 
centre and attacks B lack 's  pawn on f4. 
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4 . . .  tt:lf6 ! ?  
B lack a ims for quick deve lopment and an 
attack against  Wh i te 's  centre .  
- 4 . . .  d5 i s  qu i te a common reply from 
B lack.  White shou ld now con t inue 5 .exd5 
'fixd5 6.tt:lf3 . 
This was p layed i n  Tartakower-Yates, New 
York 1 924, which cont inued 6 . . .  �g4 7 .tt:lc3 
�b4 8 .0-0 �xc3 9.bxc3 tt:lge7 I O.�xf4, 
when Whi te was a l ready better due to h is  
strong dark-squared bishop, which i s  p lac
ing c7 under attack .  
- 4 . . .  g5 ha been played twice lead ing to a 
typical J( jng's Gambit type of struture. The 
last encounter cont inued 5 .h4 ( 5 .tt:lc3 !? i s  
worth considering, for example: 5 . . .  �g7 6.d5 
tt:le5 7 .d6 ! ,  when White has decent attacking 
chances) 5 . . .  �g7 6.c3 h6 7.g3? !  ( th is  is a bi t  
too opt imjst ic .  Whi te should have played 
7 .hxg5 hxg5 8 . .1:lxh8 �xh8 9.�d3, when 
the queen can move over to h5 with orne 
counterplay) 7 .. .fxg3 8 .hxg5 hxg5 9.llxh8 
�xh8 I O .�d3 d6 l l .'fixg3 �f6 1 2 .�e3 g4, 
J .Nabuurs-Pru ijssers, Groningen 2009. 
5.�f3 
Thi seem sensible but there is another 
opt ion : 5 .tt:lf3 ! ? has yet to be tried, but it 
looks l i ke an i nterest ing choice, for exam
ple :  5 . . .  tt:lxe4 6.d5 tt:le7 (6  . . .  tt:le5 ! ? i s  w i l d !  
7 .'fid4 ! - 7 .tt:lxe5? 'fih4+ 8 . g3  fxg3 i s  w i n 
n i ng for B lack - 7 . . .  tt:lxf3+ 8 .�xf3,  wi th  
a rough ly  equa l  pos i t ion ) 7 .  d4 f5 8 .tt:lc3 
tt:lxc3 9.  xc3 and Whi te has compen a
t ion in exchange for the pawn ,  as B lack 
has some untang l i ng to do. Pract ical exam
ples are needed ! 9 . . .  tt:lxd5 i s  greedy here :  
I O.'fie5+ e7 I I . d4 ! d6? 1 2 .�h5+. 
S . . .  dS 6.e5 tt:le4 7 . ..ixf4 
Thi pos i t ion looks about equal to me. 
Whi te has won h i  pawn back, but B lack 
has  some very act ive pieces. I f  I had to face 
th is  variat ion then I wou ld seriously con
sider Whi te 's  other option 5 .tt:lf3 , which 
looks l i ke a lot of fun !  
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7 . . .  ..ie6 8.tt:le2 ..ie7 9.0-0 
Perhaps Whi te shou ld have t ried 9.c4 ! ?, for 
example: 9 . . .  0-0 I O.cxd5 �xd5 1 1 .0-0 f6 ! 
1 2 .exf6 tt:lxf6 1 3 .tt:lbc3 �x f3 1 4 .llxf3 ,  wi th  
an even game. 
9 ... tt:lg5 1 O.tt:ld2 tt:lxf3+ 1 1 .tt:lxf3 fS 

:i 
i i  

The pos i t ion has become qu i te c losed, 
which is a b i t  untypical for a J( j ng '  Gam
bi t .  I cannot see how ei ther side can real l y  
c l a im an advantage here .  
1 2.exf6 White decides to  keep some l i nes 
open .  1 2 .'f!Yd2 was a safer opt ion.  
12 . . .  ..ixf6 1 3.tt:lg3 0-0 1 4.tt:lh5? ! 1 4 .c3 
i s  more logical . 14 . . .  ..ig4 1 5. xf6+ 
'fixf6 1 6  . ..ixc7 ..ixf3 1 7J:lxf3 xd4+ 
1 8. xd4 tt:lxd4 1 9.J:txf8+ l:txf8 
The dust has set t led and we have a reached 
a fair ly equal  end ing .  If anyone can c la im 
an advantage then i t  mu t be B la  k ,  as  h i s  



kn ight is more act ive compared to Whi te 's  
bi shop. 

20Jid1 ? !  
20.c3 may have been a sl ight improvement .  
I n  general Whi te shou ld aim to keep the rooks 
on the board as the combination of rook and 
bishop work very wel l  together. 20. . .  e2+ 
2 1 .  r;.1;lh I llc8 22 .�e5 lle8 is a draw. 
20 . . .  t2Jxc2 21 ..l'hd5 t2Je3 22.l:td8 l:txd8 
23.�xd8 t2Jd1 ! 
Whi te now ha some problems defending 
h i s  queenside pawns .  
24.b4 c;ttt7 25.c;ttf1 c;tte6? ! 
This move is OK but I wou ld have wanted 
to stop Whi te from playing �e2, for exam
ple :  25 . . .  t2Jc3 ! 26.a3 r;.1;le6 ( White now has a 
very hard defensive job as B l ack 's  k i ng w i l l  
reach c4, on  top of t h i s  h i s  queenside pawns 
are fi xed on the same colour square as hi  
b i shop) 27 .Wf2 Wd5 28 .�e7 b5 ! and B lack 
should win th is  ending.  
26.c;tte2! 
White's king can now come over to the res
cue of his queens ide. 
26 ... t2Jc3+ 27.c.t>d3 t2Jxa2 28.c.t>c4 t2Jc1 
Even though B lack has won a pawn he ha 
a l lowed White 's  k i ng to become very act ive 
when he d id not need to. 
29.�g5 t2Je2 30.�e3 Black 's  kn ight is 
a lso i n  some danger. The game now ended . 
30 . . .  c.t>f5 31 . ..\txa7 t2Jf4 32.g3 t2Je6 
33.<;t;>b5 t2Jc7+ 34.c;ttb6 t2Jd5+ 35.<;t;>c5 

King's Gambit :  Tartakower Variation 

t2Jxb4 S imp l i fy ing i nto a drawn pos i t ion .  
36.c.t>xb4 c.t>g4 37.<;t;>b5 <;t;>h3 38 . ..\tbS 
Draw. 

0 Willem Bor 
• Luc Henris 

Belgium It 2000/01 

1 .e4 e5 2.f4 exf4 3 . ..\te2 
In th is ,  the last game, we wi l l  take a look at 
any other possib i l i t ies that B lack might  t ry. 
3 . .  :iVh4+ 
In general this move shou ld help Whi te, 
as he can gai n a tempo with t2Jf3 at a later 
poi n t .  The misp lacement of his k ing i not 
uch a big dea l .  

• 3 . . .  h6 i s  one  rather greedy approach .  
B lack si mply wants to p lay . . .  g5,  hold ing 
onto h i s  extra pawn .  4 .d4 g5 

5 . h4 (Whi te can a! o play wi thout this move, 
which does not seem to help h im too much. 
For example, 5 .t2Jc3 ! ?  look l i ke a good alter
nat ive .  The idea i to play g3 next :  5 . . .  �g7 
6.g3 ! d5 ! 7 .exd5 fxg3 8 .hxg3 t2Je7 9 . ..\tf3 , 
wi th an unclear pos i t ion)  5 . . .  ..\tg? 6.g3 ! ?  fxg3 
7 .hxg5 hxg5 8 .llxh8 �xh8 9.�e3 d6 (9  . . .  d5 ! 
l ooks more dynamic)  I O.t2Jc3 t2Jc6 I I . d2 
g4 1 2 .0-0-0 ..\td7 1 3 .t2Jd5 t2Jce7 1 4  . ..\tg5 f6 
1 5 .�xf6 .txf6 1 6 .t2Jxf6+ xf6 I H!ff4 
t2Jeg8 1 8 .e5 was chaos i n  .Lit t lewood-
Zwaig, Tel Av iv ol 1 964. 

3 1  



Simon Wi l l iams 

• White hou ld  hard ly  fear 3 . . .  ..te7 ,  for 
example :  4 .d4 ..th4+ 5 . �f l  ti.Jf6, Mazu
chowski-Thomas, Lan ing 1 997, and here 
I wou ld have seriou ly considered play ing 
6.g3 ! ?  ( 6 .ti.Jc3 i s  the safe opt ion,  which must  
be OK for Whi te)  6 . .  . fxg3 7 .hxg3 ti.Jxe4 ( 7  . . .  
..txg3 8 .'fi'd3 ! t rap B l ack's  bi shop ! )  8 .gxh4 
ti.Jg3+ 9 .Wg2 ti.Jxh I I O.ti.Jf3,  when I l i ke the 
look of Whi te 's  posi t ion ! 
• 3 . . .  ti.Je7 lead back i nto l .e4 e5 2 . f4 exf4 
3 . ..te2 d5 4.exd5 ti.Jf6 5 .ti.Jf3 ! after 4 .ti.Jf3 d5 
5 .exd5 ti.Jxd5 . 
4.�f1 d6 

5.d4 
White has scored 3/3 with th i  move . It i 
often worth de laying ti.Jf3 un t i l  l ater on, but 
another move worthy of considerat ion was 
5 .ti.Jc3 ! ?. White t ries to take advantage of 
the c7-square now that B l ack's  queen has 
moved away. Th is  i the move that I wou ld 
play. After 5 . . .  ti.Jf6 6.ti.Jf3 h6 7 .d4 Whi te 
must be happy wi th the outcome of the 
open ing,  if not then do not play the K i ng 's  
Gambi t !  Whi te has  a strong centre and a 
good development .  Play cou ld cont i nue 7 . . .  
1ie7 (7  . . .  c 6  8.e5 h5 9 .  d 5  �d8 - we 
have been fol low ing Kammer-Stockmann ,  
Germany t t  1 997/98, and  now Whi te shou ld 
have played I O.I:lg I ! , with the idea of pl ay- ) 

ing g4 aga in ,  when Whi te wou ld be better) 
8 .e5 dxe5 9.dxe5 ti.Jh5 I O.I:lg I 0-0 l l .g4 ! ,  
w i t h  an unbalanced game. 
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5 . . .  g5!  
This i s  the most cr i t ica l  choice. B l ack holds 
onto his extra pawn on f4. 
5 . . .  ti.Je7 6.ti.Jf3 'fi'h6 7 .h4 ! ?  ( i n  order to stop 
. . .  g5 and prepare g3 w i thout a l lowing . . .  'f¥1 
1ih3+ ) ,  w i th  an unbalanced game. 
6.ti.Jc3 
Rather than playing a plan with ti.Jf3 Whi te 
has another idea i n  m ind  . . .  
6 . . .  ti.Je7 

7.g3?!  
I l i ke th is  plan and I have t ried a s im i lar idea 
in the K i ng's  Gambit against  Dav id Howe l l ,  
but i t  i s  a lso very double-edged . After the 
posi t ion opens up, Whi te 's k i ng cou ld be in 
more danger compared to B lack 's and that 
seems to be the ca e here .  
7 .ti.Jf3 i a l so poss ib le and i t  may be 
stronger, for example: 7 . . .  h6 8 .h4 g4 
9.ti.Jh2 'fi'xh4 I O.�g I 'fi'g5 I I . xg4 I:lg8 
1 2 .e5 ..txg4 1 3 .ti.Je4, wi th  a mess ! 
7. . .  h6 7 . . .  fxg3? !  looks far too risky. 
Whi te shou ld reply 8 .Wg2 ! h6 9 .hxg3,  
wi th  a strong attack .  
8.gxf4 gxf4 9.'ifd3 �d7?! 
This i s  just  too passive. B lack shou ld have 
played 9 . . .  I:lg8, fol lowed up wi th  . . .  bc6,  
when B lack 's  pos i t ion i s  to be preferred. 
1 0.ti.Jd5 xd5 1 1 .exd5 �e7 1 2 ."fHe4 

g6 1 3.�d3 c6 
B lack st i l l  has a s l ight advantage here but 
he quick ly goes wrong. 



1 4.'ihf4 'i:Wh5 1 5.tbf3 

1 5  . .  J:tg8?!  
1 5  . . .  'ifxd5 was s imple and good . B lack 
might as we l l  keep h i  pawn advantage. 
Whi te can keep fight ing though, for exam
ple :  1 6 .�d2 tba6 1 7 .l:e l �e6 1 8 .c4 'ifh5 
1 9 .c;i;>e2 ! ?. 
1 6.l:g1 �h3+ 1 7.�f2 l:txg1 1 8.�xg1 
Whi te is  OK now, as h i s  k i ng has reached 
safety. The po i t ion i s  dynamica l ly  equal . 
1 8  . . .  cxd5 1 9.�e3 tbd7 1 9  . . .  tLlc6 was a 
more act ive square for the kn ight .  20.l:te1 
White 's  playing a b i t  too care lessly. He 
hou ld be in a rush to do someth ing,  

because in  the game B lack i s  able to gain a 
dangerous i n i t iat i ve on the k i ngside. 
20.tLlg5 !? 
20 .. .  0-0-0 21 .�f2 l:g8+ 22.�g3 
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22 ... l:tg4 22 . . .  �e6 !  was s imple and strong. 
B lack i s  now ready to play . . .  tLlf6 and 
. . .  l:g4. Whi te 's  k i ng i s  certain ly  in more 
danger than B l ack ' s !  
23.'i:We3 �d8 24.tbd2 l:txd4? 
A mistake which Whi te misses !  
2 4  . . .  �g5 ! 25 .'ife8+ <J;;c7 26.�b5 l:xg3+ ! 
27 .hxg3 �xd2 is clearly better for B l ack .  
25.�h 1 ? 
Whi te cou ld capture the rook ! For example:  
25 .'ifxd4 �b6 26.l:e8+ c;i;>c7 27 .�xd6+ ! 
'it>c6 ( 27 . . .c;i;>xd6 28 .tLlc4+ <J;;c7 29.tLlxb6 i s  
good for Whi te )  28 .l:c8+ <J!;xd6 29.tLlc4+ 
t:J;;e7 30.tLlxb6 Whi te i better. 
25 . . .  �b6 26.'i:We7 
B lack i back on top again !  
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.t .l 
.l 'if 
K 
� � j_  
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26 .. .'ifh6?! 26 . . .  �f5 ! wa c learly bet 
ter  for B lack .  27.tbf3 Equal  now ! 27 . . .  
l:tg4?? 28.�f5 
Winn ing for Whi te ! Th is  game was c learly 
not perfect by any means, but it was a good 
old scrap. Earl ier on Whi te shou ld have 
considered play ing e i ther 5. c3  or 7 .tLlf3 . 

Anyway I hope my art ic le  ha i nspired you 
to give 'The l i t t le  bi shop' gambi t '  a go 
in the odd game. It is qu i te annoying that 
B lack ha the move 3 . . .f5 avai lable to h im ,  
bu t  even then  he  ha to f i nd  that move and  i t  
hardly look logical ! 
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Alexander Finkel 

An Opening Bom b  in the Slav 

Let's p lay 8 . . .  b5 ! ?  

Nowadays the S lav Defence i s  one of the 
most popular open ings ver us l .d4, wh i le  
the 4 .e3 �f5 5 .tLlc3 e6 6 .tLlh4 l i ne i s  enjoy
ing an enormous popu larity between play
ers from c lub level to the top grandmaster 
in the world .  For that reason i t  is  extremely 
surpri s ing and exc i t ing to f ind a v i rg i n . o i l  in 
the field of count less theoretical variat ion s !  
I t ' s  hard to  t h i nk  of a more unexpected and 
yet sound idea than 8 . . .  b5 !? i n  the po i
t ion ari s ing after 8 .  b3 .  No wonder i t  was 
brought into pract ice by one of the most 
creat ive and unconvent ional p layers, the 
Swedish GM Tiger H i l larp Persson , who i s  
capable to look a t  a posi t ion from qu i te a 
d i fferent angle than mo 1 other p layers. 
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Thus far 8 . . .  b5 !? has served B lack fair ly 
wel l :  B lack hold a re peelable p lus I core 
out of l) i ne games played wi th  th is  move, 
los ing on ly two. One may ask : i f  B lack is 
doi ng so great after 8 . . .  b5 !? why hasn ' t  
i t  been picked up by  more players and 
become a popu lar reply to 8 .  b3? We l l .  . .  
apparent ly  i t ' s  not a l l  j ust honey for B l ack ! 
First of a l l  B lack shou ld be ready to play a 
pawn down i f  Whi te accepts a g i ft .  He does 
get long-term compensation and a good 
chance to sei ze the i n i t iat ive if Whi te s tum
bles on the way ( and i t  i s  very easy to do 
so), but  a pawn i s  a pawn .  
Another, probably even more i rritat ing ,  
i sue i s  deal i ng wi th  9.c5 ! ? .  I n  that  case 



B lack shou ld  e i ther accept defending a 
s l ight ly worse posi t ion after 9 . . .  ttJbd7 I O.a4 
a6 l l .ttJxg6 hxg6 I Hlfa3 l:rb8 1 3 .axb5 
axb5 1 4 .'i¥a5 or to opt for the h igh ly risky 
9 . . .  a5, al lowing Whi te to get a dangerous 
i n i t iat ive by a typical knight  sacri fice on b5 . 
A l though both of these l i ne are perfect ly  
p layable (as  you wi l l  learn from the  i l l us
t rat ive games) ,  none i s  offeri ng comfortable 
equal i ty. On the po i t ive side, dea l i ng wi th  
8 . . .  b5 ! ?  i s  never easy for Whi te so I wou ld 
say that employing this open ing bomb may 
wel l  be very reward ing !  

D Yury Kuzubov 
• Tiger Hillarp Persson 

Helsingor 2009 

1 .d4 dS 2.c4 c6 3 .ttJf3 ttJf6 4.e3 ..Q.f5 
5.lt::lc3 e6 6.lt::lh4 ..Q.e4 7.f3 ..Q.g6 8Jifb3 
bS! ?  

A n  extremely interest i ng cont i nuat ion, 
forc ing Whi te to think i ndependent ly  from 
the very f ir t moves. White is facing a tough 
choice, a he needs to define the pawn struc
ture for the re t of the game - a dec is ion 
most p layer prefer to make ba ed on home 
preparat ion and some good advice from a 
s i l icon friend ! 
9.cxd5?!  
I t ' s  amaz ing that none of the  p layer con
fronted wi th  8 . . .  b5 ( i n  the n i ne games 

An Open ing Bomb in the Slav 

p layed thus far) dared to accept the pawn 
sacri fice, al though it is defin i te ly  the most 
cri t ical  cont i nuat ion .  
I be l ieve that i f  Whi te i w i l l i ng to refute 
8 . . .  b5 he's got to take the pawn :  9 .cxb5 c5 
( B lack 's idea make ense due to the pos i 
t ion of Whi te 's  f3 pawn) ,  and now : 
- I O.g3 ! ?  ( probably the most chal leng
ing move ) I O . . .  �h5 ! ?  (otherw i se Whi te 
would take on g6 fol lowed by ..Q.g2 and 
0-0) l l .'iVd I ..Q.d6 1 2 .ttJg2 ttJbd7 1 3 .�e2 
l:rc8 1 4 .0-0 0-0 1 5 .ttJf4 and Whi te keeps the 
s l ight ly better chances, a l though B lack has 
clear compen at ion.  
- After the immediate capture on g6 Whi te 
wou ld need to make some concessions i n  
order to  complete h i s  development,  a s  h i s  
k i ng i de  prove to be  qu i te vu l nerable :  
I O.ttJxg6 hxg6 l l .g3 

l l  . . .  ..Q.d6 !  (of course not l l  . . .  ttJbd7? !  
1 2  . ..Q.g2 �d6 1 3 .0-0 0-0 1 4 .a4 J:rc8 1 5 .a5, 
with a huge edge for White) 1 2 .<;Pf2 ( a  very 
i nterest ing pos i t ion ari es after 1 2 .dxc5 
�xg3+ 1 3 .<;Pe2 ttJbd7 1 4 .c6 llJe5 1 5  . ..Q.g2 
�xh2 and B lack ha serious counter
chance due to . . .  ttJh5 , fol l owed by . . .  'i¥h4 
idea ; 1 2 .�g2 l:rxh2 ! )  1 2  . . .  ttJbd7 1 3 .�g2 

c7 1 4  . ..Q.d2 ( 1 4 . e2 g5 ! a lso looks great 
for B lack )  1 4  . . .  cxd4 1 5 .exd4 ttJb6 (or even 
1 5  . . .  l:txh2 ! ?  1 6 .ttJe2 l:rxh l 1 7 .J:rxh l ttJb6) , 
w i th  exce l lent compensat ion for the pawn .  
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9.c5 ! ?  i s  another chal lenging move, which 
w i l l  be explored further. 
9 . . .  exd5 

1 0.tt:lxg6 
Sooner or later this move ha to be played . 
- I O.g3 �e7 (or I O  . . .  �d6 l l .�d2 a5 1 2 .a4 
b4 1 3 .tLJd l tLJbd7 1 4 .tL'lf2 b6 1 5 .�h3 0-0 
1 6 .g4 llad8 wi th good play i n  Delemarre
Vogel ,  Netherlands 2008/09) l l .�h3 
0-0 1 2 .0-0 a5 1 3 .tL'lxg6 hxg6 1 4 .�d2 a4 
1 5 . c2 b6 1 6 .llac I tL'la6, Saric-Ragger, 
Zadar 2009. 
- I O.a4 b4 l l .tL'le2 �d6 1 2 .tL'lxg6? ! ( 1 2 .g3 ) 
1 2  . . .  hxg6 1 3 .�d2 tLlbd7 1 4 .�d l tLlh5 1 5 .'0t>f2 
c5:f:,  Lund-Hector, Denmark 2008/09. 
1 o . . .  hxg6 1 1 .�d2 a5 1 2.a4 
Black got a fantast ic attack ing pos i t ion after 
1 2 .0-0-0 �e7 1 3 .g4 tLJa6 1 4 . c2 a4 1 5 .h4 
tL'lb4 1 6. b l  a3 1 7 .b3 d6:f:, G i ri -H i l larp 
Persson , Wijk  aan Zee 2009. 
Perhaps 1 2 .tL'le2 ! ? is a better t ry. 
1 2  . . .  b4 1 3.tLle2 tLlbd7 1 4.�d3 c5! 
One doesn ' t  need to be a grandmaster to 
rea l ize that B lack i s  doi ng great ! 
1 5 .b3 'f/c7 
Another, equal ly good opt ion was 1 5  . . .  
�d6 ! ?  1 6 .llc l llc8 1 7 .g3 f!/c7 1 8 .e4 0-0 ! 
1 9 .�g2 ( 1 9 .e5? �xe5 20.dxe5 tLJxe5 
2 1 .�e3 d4-+ ) 1 9  . . .  c4 20.�c2 llfe8 ! :f:  
i ntendi ng 2 1 .e5 �xe5 22 .dxe5 tL'lxe5 23 .0-0 
�b6+ 24.'0t>h I d3-+.  
1 6.l:tc1  
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1 6  . . .  .llc8? ! 
I don ' t  see why B lack should refra in  from 
taking on h2 :  1 6  . . .  llxh2 ! ?  1 7 .llxh2 f!/xh2 
1 8 .dxc5 tL'lxc5 1 9 .�b5+ tLlfd7 20.tL'ld4 
�d6:f:.  
1 7.e4 c4 
Very serious attent ion deserved the odd 
look ing 1 7  . . .  dxe4 ! ?  1 8 . fxe4 �d8 when 
Whi te 's  centre i s  under serious pressure, 
but i t 's too much even for . uch a creat ive 
player as Tiger !  
1 8.�c2 
1 8 .�e3 ! ? i ntending 1 8  . . .  c3 1 9 .e5 cxd2+ 
( 1 9  . . .  tLJg8 20.e6 tLldf6 2 1 .tL'lxc3 bxc3 
22.�b5+ 'it;>d8 23.llxc3 �xc3 24.�xc3 
llxc3 25 .  e5 wi th  an attack )  20.'0t>xd2 
�b8 2 1 .exf6+ 'it;>d8 22 . fxg7 �xg7 23 .g3;t .  
1 8  . . .  dxe4 1 9.'f/xc4 
1 9 . fxe4 �b7 ! .  
1 9  . . .  �xc4 20.bxc4 



20 . . .  lLlb6? !  
The endgame i s  very complex, s o  B l ack has 
to p lay very prec isely not to get h imse l f  i n  
t rouble .  
The pawn on a5 desperate ly need protec
t ion ,  so i t  made sense to bri ng the bishop 
to c7: 20 . . .  �d6 ! 2 1 .c5 �c7 22 .Wf2 exf3 
23 .gxf3 lLld5 when both s ides have chances. 
21 .c5 lLlbd5 
Not 2 1 . . .lLlxa4 22 .lLlg3 ! .  
22.Wf2;!; �e7 23.g3 exf3 24.<ot>xf3 
B l ack is deprived of act ive counterp l ay, so 
Whi te just  bu i lds up the pressure .  
24 . . .  0-0 25.�h3 25 .l:te l ! ?  i ntending 25 . . .  
llfe8 26.lLlc I .  25 . . .  .t:rcd8 26.l:!.he1 l:!.fe8 
27.lLlf4 lLlc7 28.J:I.c4 g5 29.lLld3 lLlfd5 
30.lLlc1 
Even better was 30.lLle5 �f6 3 1 .lLlc6 llxe l 
32 .�xe I lle8 33 .�d2 b3 34.llc I ± . 
30 . . .  g6 31 .lLlb3 f5 32.Wf2 32 .g4 f4 
33 .�f l  lla8 34J:tcc l Wg7 35 .lle4;!;.  
32 . . .  �f6 33Jbe8+ l:be8 34.�g2 Wf7 

i. 
... � 

.t i  
i � .-. i i  
� i ll � 

ttJ � 
� \t> � �  

35.l:tc1 ? 
Throwing away the greater part of h is  
advantage . 
After the correct 35 .lLlxa5 ! g4 (perhaps 
Whi te m issed that after 35 . . .  lla8 he can 
just take on b4: 36.�xb4+- )  36.lLlb3 llh8 
37 .Wg l g5 38.a5± B lack i s  on the ropes. 
35 . . .  g4 36.�f1 g5 37.�c4 c;i;>g6 38.l:te1 
l:!.d8! 39.l:tc1  lLle7 40.�e3 40.lLlxa5 

An Opening Bomb in the Slav 

�xd4+ 4 l .We2 llh8 42.Wd3 �f2 43 .�xb4 
llxh2 44 .c6 lLlc8:f . 40 . . .  lLlc6 41 .l:td1 lLld5 
42.�xd5 l:txd5 43.We2 �f7 44.Wd3 
lLle5+ 45.c;i;>c2 lLlc6 46.�f2 46.Wd3= .  
46 . . .  �g7 47.J:te1 

47 ... �xd4? A b lunder which eventual l y  
turned ou t  t o  be  t he  w inn ing move ! 
47 . .  . f4? !  48 .<ot>d3;!; ;  47 . . .  lld8 !  48 .<ot>d3 
lLle5+=.  
48.l:td1 l:txc5+ 49.lLlxc5 �xf2 50.lLlb3? 
After the s imple 50.llf l ! B l ack i s  help
les : 50 . . .  �d4 5 I .llxf5+ �f6 52 .lLlb3+- . 
50 . . .  We6:f 51 .Wd3 lLle5+ 52.We2 
�b6 53.l:tf1 lLlf3 54.l:tc1 ? 54.lLld2 ! :f . 
54 . . .  Wd5 55 . .t:rc8 f4-+ 56.l:!.g8 Wc4 
57.lLld2+ lLlxd2 58.Wxd2 �e3+ 59.We2 
b3 60.l:txg5 
And White res igned because of 60 . . .  llxg5 b2 
6 I .llb5 'it>c3 62.gxf4 �xf4 63 .llb6 �xh2.  
An exce l lent  game by both player ! 

D Alexander Zubov 
• Alexander Lastin  

Moscow Open 2009 

1 .d4 d5 2.c4 c6 3.lLlf3 lLlf6 4.e3 �f5 
5.lLlc3 e6 6.lLlh4 �e4 7.f3 �g6 S.'fgbJ 
b5 9.c5 
This move i c learly more dangerous for 
B l ack than 9.cxd5, but i t ' s  most certa in ly  
no t  a refutat ion of the 8 . . .  b5  l i ne .  
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9 . . .  t2Jbd7 
9 . . .  a5 !? i s  covered in Schenk-Hector. 
1 0.a4 a6 1 U i'a3 
Taking control of the a-fi le .  
The i mmediate capture on g6 may just lead 
to a transpo i t ion in case B lack react.  cor
rect ly to 1 2.'t!l'a3:  l l .tLlxg6 hxg6 1 2 .�a3 , 
and now : 

- 1 2  . . .  b8? 1 3 .axb5 cxb5 1 4 .tLlxb5 J:[xh2 
1 5 .llxh2 xh2 1 6 .�a5+- , Malakhov
Hector, He ls i ngor 2009. 
- The po i t ion ari ing after 1 2  . . .  llb8 i s  
very important for t he  eval uation of the 
8 . . .  b5 l i ne ,  as B lack can ' t  afe ly avoid i t  
(9 . . .  a5 ! ?  i s  a po ib le move, but  i t  hard ly  
appl ies to the term ' safe ly ' ! ) . After 1 3 .axb5 
axb5 1 4 .'fia6 'f9c7 1 5 .�a5 c8 1 6 .�d2 i t  
i s  pretty obv ious that Whi te has the  better 
chances due to the wel l  estab l i shed control  
over the a- f i le  and the possibi l i ty to put 
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pre sure on c6 by tLla2-b4. However, i t ' s  a 
perfect ly  p layable pos i t ion for B l ack .  
1 1  . . .  l:tb8 1 2.axb5 axb5 

1 3.'fNa5?!  
Apparent ly  Whi te thought that he cou ld 
take on g6 at any moment . . .  
1 3 .tLlxg6 hxg6 1 4 .�a5 c 8  1 5 .�d2;t . 
1 3  . . .  �c2! 
Sudden ly  the whi te kn ight on h4 feel very 
uncomfortabl e !  
1 4. xd8+ «t>xd8 1 5.g3? ! 
Another inaccuracy, after which Whi te i s  
on  the  defensive for t he  rest of  t he  game . 
I t  was better to play 1 5 . f4, wi th  equal 
chances, as i t '  too dangerous for B lack to 
push . . .  b4: 
- 1 5  . . .  b4 1 6 .tLld l �e7 ( 1 6 . . .  tLle4 1 7 . f2 
tLlx f2 1 8 .Wxf2 rtJc7 1 9 .tLlf3 �e7 20.lla7+ 
l:tb7 2 l .Ita6!)  1 7 . f2 'Ot>c7 1 8 .�d3 �xd3 
1 9 .lla7+ l:l.b7 20.l:l.xb7+ rtJxb7 2 1 .  xd3 
l:ta8 22 .tLlf3;t . 
- 1 5  . . .  rtJc7 1 6 .l:ta7+ l:tb7 1 7.l:la8 l:tb8=. 
1 5  .. .  g5! :f 1 6.t2Jg2 b4 1 7.lLJe2 g4? ! 
1 7  . . .  h5 ! 1 8 .�d2 ( 1 8 .h3 ! ? )  1 8  . . .  g4 1 9 .tLlh4 
�h6 20.tLlf4 �gS :f . 
1 8.fxg4 t2Jxg4 1 9.t2Jef4 
White is not w i l l i ng to take any chances.  
19 .�d2 ! ?  e5 20. c I exd4 2 l .exd4 �g 7 
22.�g5+ �f6 (22  . . .  rtJe8 23 .tLle2 f8 
24.�f4;t )  23 .�xf6+ dxf6 24.h3 h6 
25 .g4;t.  



1 9  . . .  es 20.�d3 b3! 

A trong move keeping th i ngs under contro l .  
21 .�xc2 bxc2 2Voe2 �h6 23.�a3 
The pos i t ion i s  about equa l ,  so both play
er eem to be qu i te happy to wrap up the 
game. 
23.h3 tt:lgf6 24.0-0 tt:le4 with counterplay. 
23 . . .  exd4 24.tt:lxd4 tt:lgeS 2S.�c3 �f8 
25 . . .  tt:lf6 ! ?. 
26.0-0 �xeS 27.lhc2 r:J;;c7 28.�d2 
Y2-Y2. 

0 Andreas Schenk 
• Jonny Hector 

Germany Bundesliga 2009/10 

1 .d4 dS 2.c4 c6 3.tt:lf3 tLlf6 4.e3 �fS 
S.tt:lc3 e6 6.tt:lh4 �e4 7.f3 �g6 8.fk'b3 
bS 9.cs aS 

An Opening Bomb in the Slav 

A very risky move, inv i t i ng Whi te to sac
ri fice the kn ight on b5, a he often does i n  
certa in  l i nes of t he  Chebanenko S lav. The 
ari s ing pos i t ion i s  very complex and cannot 
be fu l l y  exhausted by variat ions, however i t  
i pretty obv ious that  Wh i te gets  exce l lent 
compen ation for the acrificed materia l .  
Nevertheless, the  posi t ion i s  double-edged 
so Whi te is no longer in the 'comfort zone' 
of risk-free p lay as in the main l i nes of the 
4.e3 variat ion . 
1 0.lLlxbS 
Apparent ly  thi bold move i s  Whi te '  best 
( not to say on ly )  attempt to po e B lack 
some problems in the opening .  
After I O.tt:lxg6 hxg6 l l .g3 �e7 1 2 .�g2 0-0 
1 3 .0-0 e5 1 4 .�d2 tLlbd7 1 5 .1\Yc2 .lle8 B lack 
is very close to equal i ty. 
1 0  . . .  a4? ! 
Al though the al ternat ive looks qu i te cary 
I tend to be l ieve i t  offers B lack way more 
pract ical chances than the text-move : 
not many players wou ld enjoy defending 
B lack 's  pos i t ion after I O . . .  cxb5 l l .�xb5+ 
<i;;e7 1 2 .�d2 ( 1 2 .e4 a4 1 3 .1\Yd3 tt:la6 
1 4 .�d2 tt:lc7) 1 2  . . .  1\Yc7 1 3 .'t!Ya4 ( 1 3 .0-0 

c6 1 4 .�e l .llc8 1 5 .�g3 b7 1 6 .tt:lxg6+ 
hxg6 1 7 .1\Ya4) 1 3  . . .  �h5 1 4 .e4, however 
th i ngs are far from being c lear in that case . 

1 1 .  a3? ! 
After th is  move B lack can be very happy 
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with the outcome of the open ing. Whi te had 
two promis ing al ternat ives at his d i sposal to 
secure his open ing advantage . 
- The safest is l l .ttJd6+ ! �xd6 1 2 .�b7 
ttJbd7 ( 1 2 . . .�a5+ 1 3 .�d2 lla7 1 4 .�c8+ 
�d8 1 5 .�xd8+ �xd8 1 6 .cxd6 llb7 
1 7 .ttJxg6 hxg6 1 8 .llb l ;:!; ) 1 3 .cxd6 c5 
1 4 .�c7 0-0 ( 1 4 . . .  c4 ! ?) 1 5 .dxc5 �xc7 
1 6 .dxc7 ttJxc5 1 7  .ttJxg6 hxg6 1 8 .�d2 llfc8,  
wi th  a very comfortable endgame. 
- The more aggressive l l .�c3 !? looks just 
as attract ive: l l . . .  cxb5 1 2 .�xb5+ ( forc ing 
the black k ing to come to e7, si nce the white 
queen i s  no longer hanging on a3 ) 1 2  . . .  �e7 
1 3 .b4 !  �c7 ( 1 3  . . .  axb3 1 4 .axb3 llxa l 
1 5 .�xa l �c7 1 6 .ttJxg6+ hxg6 1 7 .�d2 ;:!; )  
1 4 .0-0 ttJbd7 1 5 .ttJxg6+ hxg6 1 6 .g3;:!; . 
1 1  . . .  cxb5 1 2.ttJxg6 hxg6 1 3.�xb5+ 
ttJbd7 1 4.�d2 Not 1 4.�xa4 ?? �aS+ 
1 5 .�d2 �xa4-+.  1 4  . . .  �e7 1 5.�xa4 

1 5  . . .  0-0? 
I t '  surpri s ing that such a great attack ing 
player a Hector ru i n  a very promis ing 
po. i t  ion by th is  pa s ive move. The rook was 
very act ive over the h-fi le, o B lack hou ld 
have tarted act ive operat ions on the k ing
side right away. 
1 5  . . .  �c7 ! 1 6. b4 ( 1 6 .�b3 g5 1 7 . c2 
g4 1 8 .0-0-0 0-0 1 9 . b4 llfb8'f )  1 6  . . .  g5 ! 
1 7 .�xd7+ Wxd7 1 8 . d3 llxh2'f.  
1 6. b3 eS 
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I t  wasn ' t  too late for 16  . . .  g5 ! ?, wi th  the idea 
to get some play on the k i ngside. 
1 7Ji'c2 exd4 1 8.exd4 

1 8  . . .  �xc5? 
The pos i t ion wasn ' t  cal l i ng for such dras
tic measures. After the more sol id 1 8  . . .  
tlJh5 ! ?  1 9 .0-0 �f6 20.�e3 l:te8 2 1 .�f2 ttJf4 
22 .�b5 Whi te i s  defin i te ly better but B lack 
ha h i s  chances as wel l .  
1 9.dxc5 'i¥e7+ 
Noth ing change after 1 9  . . .  ttJxc5 20. xeS 
llxa4 2 1  .0-0±.  
20.r,i?d1 ttJxcS 21 .�b4! 2 1 .�b5? llfb8 
22.a4? ( 22 .�e2 ttJb3-+ ) 22 . . .  llxb5 23 .axb5 
llxa I +-+ . 21 . .  J:I.fc8 22.1:c1 f/ia7 
23.�xc5 llxcS 23 .. .'�xa4 24 .�xa4 .t:lxa4 
25.a3±. 24.'i¥xc5 f/lxa4+ 25.l:!.c2 xa2 
26.r,i?e2 
White emerged out of the min i -compl i 
cat ions wi th  a dec is ive advantage, bu t  h is  
technique let 's  h im down .  
26 . .  J:tb8? !  26 . . .  g5 .  27J%d1 ? The si mple 
27 .�a3 ! �xa3 28.bxa3+- wou ld probably 
force B lack to res ign.  27 . .  J:txb2 28.l:txb2 

xb2+ 29.'1t>f1 gS 30.'i¥c8+ 30.h3 'it'h7 
3 1 .�c I �b5+ 32 .'it'g I a4 33 .  d2± .  
30 . . .  '1t>h7 31 . f5+ 'it>h6 32.l:l.b1 d4 
33.l:l.e1 
For ome reason Whi te dec ided to cal l i t  a 
day, even though Black 's  defensive ta k i s  
far from be i ng easy ' Draw. 



CHAPTER 5 

Dimitri Reinderman 

Sicilian Najdorf : the ' Mejvik Variation '  

A vol untary retreat : 6 .tt:Jb3 

l f  you want  to surpri e your  Najdorf oppo
nent on move 6,  there are qu i te a few 
poss ib i l i t ies  if you bel ieve the database, 
which show 30 d i fferent  moves p layed by 
Whi te .  However, a lot of them are e i ther 
main l i nes ( even 6.h3 has been played and 
analysed a lot late ly ) ,  poin t less, or even 
lo ing materia l .  To find a move which is 
both surpri ing and sound i s  not so easy, 
but recent ly the move 6 .  b3 came to my 
attent ion .  
Let  me fir  t exp la in  how I got  to know th i s  
varia t ion .  I p lay an on l i ne browser game, 
U topia, i n  wh ich you have to cooperate 
w i th  other pl ayers from your k i ngdom to 
fight other k i ngdoms.  To commun icate, 

we use I RC ( t he olde t chat network on 
i n ternet ) and so I found out that one of my 
k i ngdom mates, a Swedish student cal led 
J acob Mejv ik ,  was a chess p layer. He told 
me that among t h i  companions he was 
known  ( or notoriou ) for p lay ing a spec ia l  
variat ion of the Najdorf, the ' Mej v ik  Vari 
at ion'  6 .ltlb3 .  And wh i l e  I thought i t  had 
mai n ly  curiosi ty value,  I asked h i m  to send 
h i s  analys is of the move, part of which wa 
done w i th  the help of GM Grande l i u  . 
I n  opening books (or i n  SOS art ic le  ) you ' l l  
often f ind that the open ing/variat ion the 
author embraces i s  e i ther better for White or 
at least equal for B lack in a l l  variat ions. Of 
course this i s  not real ly cred ible ,  espec ia l ly  
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i n  offbeat open ings. Mejv ik ' s  analysis had 
the same flaw :  e i ther the final eval uation 
of variat ions was off the mark or superior 
moves for B lack were not considered . 
I t  is perm iss ib le to be ( too) opt i m is t ic  
when analys ing one's own pet  variat ion,  so 
I don ' t  b lame h im.  I t  can be a d i lemma for 
an author though :  hou ld  one be subject ive 
(wh ich often means not te l l i ng your read
ers the whole t ru th )  or object ive ( which 
m ight mean you are not rea l l y  promot ing 
the  open ing/variat ion you wr i te  abou t )?  
I n  case of  SOS art icles, best is  probably 
to show 'model games' i n  which th ings 
go wel l ,  but al o mention what happens in 
case of perfect play. Also, phrases l i ke 'wi th 
chances for both sides' can both be good 
market ing and a correct object ive evaluat ion. 
Back to 6 .llJb3.  Whi te does not have an 
advantage after th is  move, but that hou ldn ' t  
d i ssuade you from play i ng th i s  move, s i nce 
i t ' s  hard enough to prove an advantage after 
moves l i ke 6 . .ig5 or 6.�e3. The voluntary 
retreat 6 .llJb3 can transpose to other vari 
ation , for example after 6 . . . .  e5 7 . .ie2 (or 
7 .a4, 7 . .ie3 , 7 .g3 etc . ;  7 .�g� i s  a more 
un ique case as after 6. �g5 the reply 6 . . .  e5 
is rare ) .  However, normal l y  you w i l l  at least 
have gained some t i me on the c l ock .  
There are a lso some variat ions which are 
only possible (or l i ke ly )  to re u l t  v ia the 
6.llJb3 move order. And wh i le B lack is 
equal with perfect play, i t  does give chance 
for both s ides . . .  
I n  the first game o f  th is  art ic le, Nov ikov
Nepomniachtchi ,  B lack plays the typical 
Najdorf move . . .  e5 .  Often in  this formation 
the wh i te bi shop goes to e2, but Novikov 
places it on the more act ive square c4. Whi te 
got a bind on the queen ide and eventual ly 
won. 
K im-Tologonteg in  sees Whi te attack ing 
wi th  g4-g5 after B lack plays the cheve
n i ngen move 6 . . .  e6. After inaccurate play 

42 

by B lack he got a bad pos i t ion and Wh i te 
eas i ly  won . 
I n  the end of the art ic le  I ' l l  analyse some 
other pos ib i l i t ie  . One of them is the exci t 
ing 6 . . . .  b5 7 .e5 ! ?  Th is  you won ' t  fi nd i n  the 
database ! 

0 Stanislav Novikov 
• Ian Nepomniachtchi 

Nojabrsk RUS·ch U20 2005 

1 .e4 c5 2.llJf3 d6 3.d4 cxd4 4.ltJxd4 
ltJf6 5.ltJc3 a6 6.ltJb3 ltJbd7 
After 6 . . .  e5 there are lots of ways to get i nto 
regu lar variat ions. An i nterest ing opt ion 
i s  7 .�g5 �e7 8 .'it'd2 .ie6 9 .0-0-0 llJbd7 
I O.f3 b5 l l . h4 0-0 1 2.<ot>b l 'it'c7 1 3 .g4, 
wi th  a sharp pos i t ion in Galego-Nogueira, 
Bobadela Mestres 2002. 
7.�e3 e5 
Although 6.llJb3 ant ic ipated th is  move, i t 's 
st i l l  perfect ly  a l right . 
So does White have anything better than 
8 .�e2 with a normal Najdorf posi t ion? 
Probably not , but while 8 . .ic4 i n't better, 
at least i t ' s  di fferent .  Don ' t  play i t  if you l i ke 
your pair of bishops though. 

8.�c4 
Another high leve l game went 8 . f3 b5? !  
( too early )  9 .a4 b4 I O.llJd5 llJxd5 l l .'it'xd5 
l:tb8 1 2 .�c4, w i th  a n ice po i t ion for Whi te 



i n  Tiv iakov-Gelfand, E l i sta 1 998.  The move 
order in th i s  game was 6.�e3 eS 7 .lbb3 
lbbd7 and now 8 . f3 .  
8 . . .  �e7 8 . . .  b5  9 .�d5 lbxdS I O.lbxdS i s  a 
t i ny b i t  better for White .  
9.0-0 0-0 1 O.a4 tt:lb6 
This forces Whi te to give up h i s  dark
squared bishop, but in S ic i l ian structures 
w i th . . .  d6 and . . .  eS Whi te often does th is  
voluntari ly  anyway. 
If B lack develops normal ly, I O . . .  b6 l l . f3 
�b7 1 2 .'t'Ve2 looks better for Whi te than the 
normal l i nes after 6.�e2 eS. 

1 1 .�xb6 �xb6 1 2.lbd5 lbxd5 1 3.�xd5 
White dreams of exchangi ng the l ight
squared bi shop and get t i ng a kn ight to 
dS, but B lack '  chances on the k i ngside 
shou ldn ' t  be underest i mated . 
1 3  .. .<�h8 1 4. d3 f5 1 5.a5 c7 1 6.l:ta4 

Sici l ian Najdorf: the 'Mejv ik Variation' 

1 6  . . .  f4 
I n terest ing was 1 6  . .  . fxe4 ! ?  1 7 .�xe4 �e6, 
when 1 8 .�xh7 dS wou ld appeal to Svesh
n ikov players . 
1 7J�c4 'it'd7 1 8.f3 
White i s  better off wi thout th is  move ( which 
weakens the a7-g I d iagonal ) ,  and shou ld 
have p layed 1 8 .lbd2 �d8 1 9 . b4.  
1 8  . . .  �d8 1 9.l:tb4 l:!.b8 20.l:!.a1 l:!.f6 
21 .lbd2 b5 22.axb6 l:txb6 23."iYb3 
Wia7 24J:txb6 �xb6+ 25.<it h 1  

25 . . .  g5 
Better is  25 . . .  �c7 26.'t'Vc4 't'Vd8 fol lowed 
by 27 . . .  llh6 which forces the knight to f l  
( otherwise mate i n  two ! ) . 
With the pawn on gS the b lack queen can no 
longer gain easy access to square h4. 
26. c4 
Now Whi te cou ld have played 26.lbc4 !  
�cS 2 7  .'t'Va4 llf8 28.c3 wi th  a c lear advan
tage . Looking at the moves that fol l ow 
now, it seems that both p layer were short 
of t i me .  
26 . . .  'it'd7 27JWc6 'iYd8 28.l:la3 �g7 
29.llc3 l:tf8 30.lld3 �c5 31 .tt:lb3 �e3 
32.�c4 g4 33.llxd6 
33 .W/xd6 is safer, after 33 .. .'ifxd6 34.llxd6 
gxf3 35 .gxf3 llf6 36.llxf6 'iPxf6 37 .'iPg2 
B lack has good drawi ng chances, but i t '  
st i l l  a pawn .  
33. . .  h4 34.'it'c7+ �h8 35.lld1 g3 
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36.'ti'xe5+ l:.f6 37.'ti'e8+ <it>g7 

38.l:td7+ 
The only move; otherwise White lo e . 
38 . . .  �xd7 39.'ti'xd7+ �h6 40.h3 'ti'g5 
I f  i t  wasn ' t  for his k i ng, Whi te wou ld be 
w inn ing with two strong pawns for the 
exchange. But the k ing counts, and any 
check that B lack gives w i l l  be c lose to mate. 
41 .lLld4 �xd4 
A winn ing attempt . 4 I .  . .  'ti'a5 42.lLlf5+ 
l:lxf5 43 .'iYe6+ is a perpetua l .  
42.'ti'xd4 l:tc6 43.e5 'itJlh5 44.�f7+ 
'itJlh6 45.�c4 l:rc8 46.�g 1  l:td8 47.�d5 
'itJlh5?!  
Black cou ld ( and shou ld )  w in  a pawn . here 
wi th 47 . .  Jle8 48.e6 J:l.d8 49.c4 'iYf5 50.Wfl  
.Ub8 5 1 .�e4 'iYxe6, bu t  the c-pawn shou ld 
give Whi te a draw. 
48.'itJlf1 
But now Whi te can play for more than a 
draw. He moves h is  k i ng to a safer pos i t ion 
and his majesty w i l l  even turn out to be an 
attacking piece. 
48 ... 'ti'g6 49.'itJle1 l:td7 50.'itJld2 
Now Whi te has a c lear p lan :  c4, �c3 and 
push the pawns .  I t ' s  not easy to defend 
agai n  t this plan, s i nce the b lack queen has 
to defend her husband and the pawn on f4. 
50 .. .'�Wt5 51 .c4 as 52.Wc3 l:re7 53.e6 
Wg5 54.c5 'ti'f6 
Endgame are losing for B l ack,  but other-
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wise Whi te w i l l  enter B lack 's  posi t ion wi th  
h is  k ing .  

55.c6 l:.c7 56.<it>c4 · xd4+ 57.Wxd4 
Wf5 
The wrong d i rect ion . The k ing shou ld go to 
f6 ( here or on the next moves ) .  
58.b3 h6 59.h4 h5 60.Wc5 'itJle5 61 .�c4 
This bi shop w i l l  eventual ly go to d7, when 
one of the pawns w i l l  queen .  
61 . . .  l:.g7 62.'itJlb6 Wd6 63.�a6 l:tc7 
64 . .Q.b7 l:tg7 65.�c8 l:tg8 66.Wb7 l:.f8 
67.�d7 l:tf5 68.c7 
Black resigned .. 

D Alexey Kim 
• Semetery Tologontegin 

Voronezh 2006 (6) 

1 .e4 c5 2.lLlf3 d6 3.d4 cxd4 4.lLlxd4 
lL!f6 5.lLlc3 a6 6.lLlb3 e6 7.�e3 �e7 
8.g4 
In the Perenyi Attack (6 .i.e3 e6 7 .g4) B l ack 
can (and often does)  w in  material wi th  7 . . .  
e 5  8 .lLlf5 g6, w i t h  a very sharp and in terest- ' 

i ng pos i t ion .  
S i nce there i s  no knight on d4,  B lack 
doe n ' t  have this option in the game. 
8 ... lL!c6 9.g5 lLld7 1 0.'ti'd2 
Now the pos i t ion looks l i ke one from 
the Kere Attack .  An early lLlb3 is not so 



common there, but the advantage is that 
Whi te doesn ' t  have to worry about . . .  lbxd4 
anymore . 

1 0  . . .  b5 1 1 .0-0-0 0-0 1 2.f4 lbc5 
Black i s  not afraid of lbxc5, s ince that 
brings a b lack pawn closer to Whi te's k ing .  
1 3.�g2 b4? ! 
But now c5 become a weakne . 
1 3  . . .  lba4 1 4 .lbxa4 bxa4 1 5 .lbd4 lbxd4 
1 6 .'fi'xd4 a3 1 7  .b3 aS wou ld bri ng about a 
harp pos i t ion, wi th chances for both side . 

1 4.lbxc5! dxc5? !  
1 4  . . .  bxc3 1 5 .'fi'xc3 loses a pawn ,  bu t  w i t h  
open l i nes there 's  a lways some compensa
t ion .  Now B lack just gets a bad endgame. 
1 5.'ii'xdB lbxdB 1 6.lba4 lbb7 1 7.e5 

i. .t 
� 

' 
ttJ .t. [l  
fj fj jj  

<;t> �  

i. *  
.t '  i_ .! 
' 
/j /j 

/j -
� 

� /j  

_1 n 
The di fference i n  act iv i ty between the whi te 
and the black pieces is clear. 

Sici l ian Najdorf: the 'Mejvik Variation' 

1 7  . . .  nbB 1 B.nhe1 
This  way Whi te can take on b7 and c5 wi th
out leav i ng the rook hanging on h I .  
1 B  . . .  neB 1 9.�c6 
Whi te i s  impat ient  and wants to capture the 
pawn right away. 
Wait i ng wi th  1 9 .b3 ! is even stronger. S ince 
B l ack can ' t  do anyth ing, Whi te has t ime to 
i mprove his pos i t ion .  
19 . . .  %XdB 20. · b7 · b7 21 .�xc5 �c6? 
After 2 l  . . .  Wf8 the w i n  i s  not so easy, for 
example 22 .�xe7+ Wxe7 23 .lbc5 �f3 ! 
24 . .l:txd8 .l:txd8 25 .lbxa6? ! .l:td4 ! gives 
B lack counterplay. 
22.he7 l:txd1 + 23.%Xxd1 · a4 24.hb4 
With two pawn more the w i n  is easy, even 
wi th  opposi te-coloured bishops on the 
board . 
24 . . .  h5 25.�a5 Wh7 26.b3 �c6 
27.nd6 ncB 2B.Wd2 Wg6 29.We3 Wf5 
30.c4 g6 

31 .%Xxc6 
At first sight a bi t  odd, but i t  turns  out to be 
a good practical dec ision . B lack's  king w i l l  
tay on f5 and h i s  rook cannot do  anyth ing 

act ive whi le  Whi te pushes h is  pawns .  
31 . . .  %Xxc6 32.h3 h4 33.�dB ncB 
34.�b6 %Xc6 35.c5 ncB 36.b4 ncs 
37.a3 lXcB 3B.a4 nbB 39.�a5 
39.b5 axb5 40.axb5 .l:tb7 4 l .c6 .l:txb6 42.c7 
.l:txb5 43 .c8'fi' also win . 
39 . . .  l:cB 40.c>Pf3 l:.c6 41 .�dB l:.cB 
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42.�e7 .t1b8 43.c6 J:b6 44.c7 .t:tc6 
45.�d6 a5 46.bxa5 J:c3+ 47.�e2 �e4 
48.�d2 '1td4 49.a6 J:xh3 50.c8'ii' J:h1 
Black resigned. 

6 .. . b5 and other moves 

1 .e4 c5 2.lt:\f3 d6 3.d4 cxd4 4.lLlxd4 
lbt6 5.lLlc3 a6 6.lLlb3 b5 
After 6 . . .  lbc6 I recommend 7 . ..ie3, to play 
8 .g4 after 7 . . .  e6. 
B lack a lso can wi tch to the Dragon wi th 
6 . . .  g6 .  Probably best i s  to play the classical 
variat ion with 7 . ..ie2 and 8 .0-0, but 7 .e5 ! ?  
i s n ' t  tota l ly  stupid. 
There are a lso some games wi th  6 . . .  f!ic7 .  
Apart from deve loping, Whi te can t ry 
7 .lLld5 ! ?. 

7.e5 ! ?  
Of course Whi te can play some normal 
move, but this pawn sacri fice is  more in 
' SOS-sty le ' . I t  doesn ' t  give an advantage 
with correct play, but Whi te can w in  the 
pawn back if he wants. 
7 . . .  dxe5 8.�f3 l:l:a7 9.�e3 �b7 
Mejv ik  analyses 9 . . . l:td7 I O.lLlc5 l:td6 
1 1 .-ega8 as ' not a k i l l ing as I fi r t thought ' ,  
which i s  correct .  Whi te does have enough 
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compensat ion for the pawn though,  
e .g .  l l . . .  lLlbd7 1 2 .a4 b4 1 3 .lLl3e4 lLlxe4 
1 4 .lLlxe4 J:1g6 1 5 .lLlc5 lLlxc5 1 6  . .. bc5 and 
Whi te regains  the pawn .  
1 0.f!ig3 J:a8 1 1 .�xe5 
I t ' s  actual ly poss ible not to take the pawn .  
Houd in i  says i t ' s  equal after I I .J:td I lLlbd7 
1 2 .lLlc5 ..ic6 1 3 .lLlxd7 lLlxd7 1 4  . ..ie2 e6 
1 5 .0-0 but i t ' s  a d ifficul t  posi t ion to play 
( for both sides probab ly) .  
1 1  . . .  lbbd7 1 2.'ii'g3 

Black and White both have three pieces 
deve loped, the main di fference is the pos i 
t ion of the queen .  White 's queen is  act ive 
(but cou ld be vu l nerable to attacks) ,  B lack 's  
queen doesn ' t  have a lo t  of squares to go 
to. She cou ld go to b8, but lLla5 might be 
annoy ing then. Maybe the best option is to 
play . . .  J:lc8 and . . .  W/c7 (after deve lopi ng the 
ki ngside or even right away) .  
1 2  . . .  e6 
The most normal move, a l though 1 2  . . .  g6 
and 1 2  . . .  J:tc8 are al o fi ne. 
1 3.l:l:d1 J:c8 
Prevent ing 1 4 . c5 and prepari ng W/c7 .  ./ 

1 4.�d3 'ii'c7 1 5.f!ixc7 J:xc7 1 6.0-0 
With an equal po i t ion .  



CHAPTER 6 

Sinisa Drazic 

A King 's Indian Surprise 

7 . . .  h6 !?  i n  the main l i ne 

I am an act ive tournament player, and there
fore often confronted with the problem of 
what to play against my next opponent and 
how to surpri se h im.  For, if you give me the 
choice between going into deep we l l -ana
ly ed variations, or playing someth ing new 
and original ,  I w i l l  choose the second opt ion. 
Computers have made opening preparation 
easier, but on the other hand there are now 
many young players who lack fundamental 
chess knowledge. For this reason, I l i ke to 
force those players to think with their own 
heads, right from the start of the game ! I 
want to play 'head to head ' ,  not against 
orne version of Rybka. 

The pre ent ubject is the resu l t  of my earch 

for something new in the King's I ndian. At 
one point  I said to myself, why not play some 
usefu l  move in an early tage of the game 
which wou ld stop the l i ne with 1t.g5. AI o 
why not confuse my opponent? I ndeed, some 
perfectioni t w i l l  be nervous and try to refute 
my l i ne with direct moves, which can give 
me some extra chances to play for the edge ! 
My resu l ts  in th is  l i ne have been good, but 
to be honest I usual ly  p lay this l i ne again t 
players who are below my leve l .  The move 
. . .  h6 has its good and its bad sides, and the 
games that I selected w i l l  demon trate th is .  

I n  the first game of this art icle (and in  the 
note ) I w i l l  explain some typical mistake 
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that B lack can make in  the King' I ndian. 
I ndeed, remember that the move 7 . . .  h6 may 
surpri se your opponent, but the laws of chess 
do st i l l  apply !  

D Guillermo Llanos 
• Anibal Aparicio 

Buenos Aires 1991 

1 .d4 lLlf6 2.c4 g6 3.lLlc3 �g7 4.e4 0-0 
5.tiJf3 d6 6.�e2 e5 7.0-0 h6 

A very rare move i ndeed . The main idea i s  
to  get out of the  standard posi t ion of the 
K i ng's I nd ian ;  to avoid �g5 ;  and to be 
ready for d4-d5 , when B lack has . . .  lLlh7 
and . .  . f5 (wh ich i s  a basic idea in  the K I D) ,  
before Whi te i ready to s top th is  opt ion 
( w i th say �e3 and d2). The downside of 
an early . . .  h6 i s  that i n  some variat ions the 
move m ight not be necessary and cou ld be 
a loss of tempo. However, it i rare that after 
such a semi-usefu l  move Whi te can count 
on a big advantage at such an early tage 
of the game ! 
8.l':tb1 
Unclear play ari ses after 8 .d5 lLlh7 9.g3 
�h3 I O.l::te l lLld7.  
And 8 .�e3 lLlg4 9.�c l lLlc6 I O .d5 lLle7 
leads to a we l l -known and popu lar pos i t ion .  
John Nunn was one of the top GMs to play 
th is  uccessfu l ly  a B lack .  
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8 • . .  lLlc6 9.d5 
The only way to fight for an advantage and 
to just i fy l::tb I .  
Usual ly after tak ing on e5, Whi te cannot 
count  on any advantage. This is  the case 
here too !  After 9 .dxe5 dxe5 I O.�e3 ( l i ke
wise I O .h3 'f/e7 l l .lLld5 'f/d6 i s  equal ,  but 
not l l  . . .  lLlxd5 1 2 .cxd5 tLld4 1 3 .tLlxd4 exd4 
1 4 .�d3 ;!; )  I O  . . .  �g4 the chance are even .  
9 . . .  t2Je7 1 O.lLld2 

1 0  . . .  g5?!  
A typical pos i t ional mi  take .  Better wa 
I O  . . .  tLlh7 or 1 0  . . .  d7 with l l . . .f5 to fol 
low. After the tex t  B lack wi l l  be wi thout 
counterplay ! 
- I a lso don ' t  l i ke I O  . . .  c5 . (Why play . . .  c5, 
after Whi te has a lready prepared b4 with 
l:lb I ? ) l l . a3 t2Je8 1 2 . b4 b6 1 3 .bxc5 bxc5 
1 4 .tLlb3 �h7 ( 1 4 . . .  f5 1 5 .�d2 tLlf6 1 6.f3;l;)  
1 5 .�d2 f5 1 6 .f3 f4 1 7 .tLla4 g5  1 8 .�a5 'f/d7 
1 9 .t2Jaxc5 . Of course . White right ly sacri
fices a piece and he i s  now almo t w inn ing !  
19  . . .  dxc5 20.t2Jxc5 d6 2 l .tLld3± El lers
Pasal ic ,  Leipzig 1 995.  
- I O . . .  a5 l l .a3 tLld7 ( I  l i ke l l . . .  tLlh7 1 2 .b4 
axb4 1 3 .axb4 f5 wi th  a fu l l  strugg le ahead ) 
1 2 . b4 axb4 1 3 .axb4 f5 1 4 .'fic2 f4? !  ( th i  
i a po i t ional mistake. Now Whi te  c<,�n 
exchange the l ight-squared bishop after 
which he i s imply better because of the 
fact that the black bi hop on c8 i s  one of 
the most dangerous pieces i n  the K I D !  Of 



cour e, 1 4  . . .  lLlf6 was a much better solu
t ion, keeping the option . .  . f5 -f4 and many 
others ! )  1 5  .�g4;!;; tLlf6 1 6 .�xc8 llxc8 1 7  .c5 
g5 1 8 . f3 g4 1 9 .lLlc4 h5 20.�a3 lLle8 2 l .'ii'e2 
lLlg6 22.c.th I 'ii'g5 23 .l:tbc I l:tf6 24.b5 and 
White 's play on the queenside i much 
faster, Kojoukhar-Pasal ic ,  Gem1any 1 995 . 
1 1 .l:!.e1 tLld7 1 2.�g4 
A typical react ion.  B lack has a bad pos i t ion 
and w i l l  have no chances anymore to organ
i ze a strong attack ! 
1 2  . . .  a5 1 3.tLl11 15 1 4.�x15 tLlx15 
1 5.ex15 l:!.x15 1 6.tLle4 l:tf7 1 7  .tLJ1g3 b6 
1 8.'ith5 tLl16 1 9.tLlx16+ 'itx16 20.�e3 
�d7 21 .J:tbc1 l:te8 22.b3 'ii'e7 23.'i:Yg6 
l:t16 24.'itc2 'ii'17 25.a3 �h8 26.b4 
axb4 27.axb4 

27 . . .  l:tg8 
At first sight 27 . . .  b5 looks good but i s  not 
enough ! White more or less wins  after 
28.cxb5 �xb5 ( 28 . . .  'itxd5 29.'i:Yxc7 xb5 
30.lLle4+- ) 29. xc7 xd5 30.lled I e6 
( 30 . . .  'i:Yb3 3 1 .lLle4) 3 1 .lLle4. 
28. d1  �18 29.c5 bxc5 30.bxc5 dxc5 
31 .tLle4 ll14 32.tLlxc5 �g4 33.13 
With 33 .  d2 Whi te wou ld not even have 
a l lowed B lack the i l l u  ion of counterplay. 
33 . . .  �x13 34.gx13 llx13 35.tLle4 g4 
36.�12 h5 37.l:tc2 �h6 38.d6 cxd6 
39.'t'Vxd6 �14 40.l:tc7 �xh2+ 41 .�h 1  

1 8  42. x18 l:!.gx18 43.'it.;>xh2 h4 

A King's I ndian Surprise 

44.'it>g2 h3+ 45.'it>g1 ll817 46.llxf7 
llx17 47.�g3 'it>g7 48.tLl12 ll13 
49.�xe5+ �96 50.tLlxg4 l:t15 51 .�h2 
Black resigned. 
I nstructive mistakes were made, but on 
move I 0 B l ack ought to have started pre
paring for . . .  f5 . 

Now what if Whi te wants to use the los of 
tempo ( 7  . . .  h6) to take on e5? Doesn ' t  he 
just w in  a pawn? 

0 Davoud Pira 
• Sinisa Drazic 

Cannes 2005 

1 .d4 tLl16 2.tLl13 g6 3.c4 �g7 4.tLlc3 
0-0 5.e4 d6 6.�e2 h6 7.0-0 e5 8.dxe5 
dxe5 

9.tLlxe5 
9 .'ii'c2 lLlbd7 I O. lld I lLlh5 l l .�e3 c6 
1 2 .b4 e7 1 3 .c5 lLldf6 1 4 .h3 .  This  plan i s  
not o bad . Wh i te has a space advantage 
and more l i berty to play, but he should be 
carefu l .  1 4  . . .  tLlf4 1 5 .�f l  lLl6h5? ! ( a  bad 
move, w i thout a c lear idea. 1 5  . . .  lLlh7 i s  
natural a n d  good : 1 6 .lld6 lLlg5 1 7  .lLlxg5 
hxg5 1 8 .�c4 �e6 1 9 .'ii'b3 �xc4 20.'i:Yxc4 
Jlfd8 2 1 .llad I lLle6 22 .b5 lLld4;!;; and there 
is st i l l  a lot of poi on i n  the po i l ion) .  Now 
correct i s  1 6 .lld6 wi th  the i dea to double 
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the rooks, and I can ' t  see what B l ack 's  
kn ight i do ing on h5 ,  Whi te wou ld have 
been much better. In Kuhne-Stolz,  Pot -
dam 1 995 ,  1 6 .Wh2 was p layed and after 
everal m istakes B lack even won. 

9 . . .  ttJxe4! 
The only move for equal i ty, and the tactical 
just i ficat ion for 7 . . .  h6. 
9 . . .  Wie7? leaves White with a clear pawn up: 
I O .f4 (of course, even I O.�f4± is  poss ib le)  
IO . . .  c6 l l .�e3 ttJa6 1 2 .Wic2 ttJc5 1 3 .llad l 
lle8 1 4 .�f3 a5 1 5 . f2 �f8 Chyt i lek-Hole
mar, Brno 200 I ,  and now 1 6.lld2 shou ld 
uffice - a pawn up and better development. 

1 O.ttJxe4 �xeS 

1 1 .'tlfxd8 
l l .�xh6 Wih4 (after this move B lack 
doesn ' t  have problems anymore ! )  1 2 . f4 

xh6 1 3 . fxe5 e3+ ! ( an important move ) 
1 4 .ttJf2 ttJc6 1 5 .�g4 .ixg4 1 6 .Wixg4 ttJxe5 
1 7 .Wih4 llae8� ( i nstead, 1 7  . . .  ltJd3 1 8 .b3 
llae8 1 9 .llad I ttJxf2 20. x f2 i s  equal ) 
1 8 .llae I "fib6 (after s imple play, B lack i s  
s l ight ly  better) 1 9 .Wh I Gombac-Drazic, 
Nova Go rica 20 I 0. And now instead of 
1 9  . . .  f5 B lack retai n a l ight edge with 
1 9  . . .  'it>g7 . 
1 1  . . .  llxd8 1 2.�xh6 �xb2 1 3.llad1 
A good move . Ignori ng the bi shop on b2,  
which i not stronger here than on g7 ! 
After 1 3 .llab l  �g7 1 4 .�g5 ( 1 4 .llfd l 
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llxd l + 1 5 .llxd l ltJc6= ) 1 4  . . .  lle8 B lack i s  
equal . 
1 3  . . .  l:te8 
A good reply. B l ack keeps as many piece 
as poss ible in the game, which can help to 
create w inn ing chances. 
After 1 3  . . .  llxd I 1 4 .llxd I ttJc6 1 5 .�e3 
Whi te is s l ight ly better because B lack has 
problems developing. 
1 4.l:td2 
1 4 .�f3 ttJc6 I S .l:l.fe I �f5 i s  unc lear. 

1 4  . . .  �g7 
Th is  move i sn ' L bad, but B lack w i l l  have no 
more w inn ing chances. Of course we can 
w in  any posi t ion in practical play, but th is  
posi t ion i s  clearly draw ish and any other 
resu l t  w i l l  be a surprise. 
14 . . .  �h8 !  wa the best move . The idea i s  to 
upport the kn ight,  which w i l l  move to c6 

and d4. Then B lack w i l l  have an excel lent 
posi t ion,  wi th a strong kn ight i n  the centre ! 
St i l l ,  wi th  be t p lay the game cou ld end 
i n  a repet i t ion after I S .�f3 ttJc6 1 6.ltJc5 
( 1 6 . .if4 �g4 ! � )  1 6 . . .lLle5 1 7 .�xb7 �xb7 
1 8 .ttJxb7 llab8 1 9 .ttJa5 ltJg4 20.�f4 �c3 
2 1 .lld5 ltJf6 22 .llc5 ttJe4 23 .lld5 ltJf6= . 
1 S.�xg7 'it>xg7 1 6.ltJcS ttJc6 1 7.f4 l:rb8 
1 7  . . .  ttJa5 . 
1 8.�13 ttJaS 1 9.l:rc1 b6 20.ltJb3 ttJxb3 
21 .axb3 aS 22.'it>f2 
And the game ended in a draw on move 59. 



D Remus Cornea 
• Almos Szirti 

Marijampole 1994 

1 .d4 tt:Jf6 2.c4 g6 3.tt:Jc3 d6 4.e4 �g7 
5 . ..Q.e2 0-0 6.tt:Jf3 e5 7.0-0 h6 8.d5 aS 
As I mentioned above the al ternat ive i s  8 . . .  
tt:Jh7 to prepare . . .  f5 . 
9J:tb1 
I don ' t  l i ke this move, better i s  9 .tt:Jd2 or 
9.tt:Je I .  
After for i nstance 9.tt:Je I tt:Ja6 I O.tt:Jd3 tt:Jd7 
we enter a typical standard K i ng's I ndian 
posi t ion .  Play i s  dictated by the pawn chain .  
Whi te w i l l  p lay o n  the queens ide, and B lack 
on the k i ngside. 
9 . . .  tt:Ja6 1 0.a3?!  
A mistake, after which B lack can  have a l l  
the  advantages wh ich the  K i ng's I ndian 
Defence can give ! 
1 o . . .  tt:Jcs 

K 

1 1 .  c2? 

.t 
1 1  

A direct m istake, connected wi th  the badly
placed rook.  
B lack has a pleasant pos i t ion after l l .tt:Jd2 
a4. 
1 1  . . .  tt:Jfxe4! 
Pos ible because the rook is hanging. 
1 2.tt:Jxe4 tt:Jxe4 1 3.b4 tt:Jf6 
And B lack is a clear pawn up i n  an early 
stage of the game, wi th  no compensat ion 
for Whi te ! 

A King's I ndian Surprise 

D Daniele Zarpellon 
• Sinisa Drazic 

Padova 2005 

1 .d4 tt:Jf6 2.c4 g6 3.tt:Jc3 �g7 4.e4 d6 
5.tt:Jf3 0-0 6 • ..Q.e2 h6 
If you are in a more provocat ive mood you 
can p lay 6 . . .  h6, l i ke I did in th is  game. 
7.0-0 

7 . . .  a6 
This i s  a novel ty. 7 . . .  e5 wou ld bri ng u back 
to our standard SOS po i t ion .  The idea i s  
of course to confuse the opponent ,  because 
w ithout . . .  e5 or . . .  c5,  Whi te has noth ing to 
do, except for developing h is  pieces, and 
B lack might have the addi t ional opt ion to 
have a usefu l  tempo i f  the po i t ion swi tches 
to the Benon i - Benko type later on.  A note 
of warn ing :  such half risky move are espe
cial ly good i f  you play against opponents 
weaker than yourself !  
8.h3 e5 
I opt for a set-up wi th . . .  e5 .  Which i s  more 
usefu l :  the pawn on h3, the pawn on h6 - or 
the pawn on a6? Tactica l ly  there is orne
th ing wrong with my play though . 
9.dxe5 
In ca e of 9.d5 B lack '  counterplay on the 
k i ngside wou ld be fa ter than usual because 
of the target provided by h3 .  
9 . . .  dxe5 1 0.'i!fxd8 
Correct was I O.tt:Jxe5 tt:Jxe4 l l .tt:Jxe4 ..Q.xe5 
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1 2 .�xh6 �xd I ( 1 2  . . .  lle8 1 3 .�xd8 llxd8 
1 4 .llfe l  �xb2 1 5  . .1:[ab l �g7 1 6 .�g5 lle8 
1 7  .�g4+- ) 1 3 .llaxd I lle8 1 4 .�f3 �xb2 
1 5 .�f4 and with simple move Whi te has 
obtai ned a better pos i t ion ! 
1 o . . .  llxd8 1 1 .�e3 lbc6 1 2.l:tfd1 �e6 

1 3.b3 
White is t i l l  somewhat better after 1 3 .llJd5 
llac8 1 4 .llJxf6+ �xf6 1 5 .�xh6 ltJd4 
1 6 .ttJxd4 exd4 1 7  .�f4. He is a pawn up, but 
B lack has some compensat ion.  
13 . . .  <;ith7 1 4Jbd8 llxd8 1 5.lld1 
l:txd1 + 1 6.�xd1 The po i t ion i s  equal . 
With mal l posi t ional m istakes later on, 
Whi te lost the fight and the game. 1 6  . . .  
�f8 1 7.�c2 <;itg7 1 8.�b1 The game i s  
even after 1 8 .ltJd5 ttJe8. 18 . . .  llJe8 1 9.llJe2 
1 9 .ltJd5 is st i l l  equal . 1 9  . . .  �a3 1 9  . . .  �b4. 
20.lbe1 f6 21 .f3 h5 22.h4 <;t(f7 
And after 97 moves B lack scored the fu l l  
poin t ,  from a tota l ly  equal posi t ion .  
l n  another fair ly recent game of m ine White 
postponed cast l i ng, s t i l l  the early . . .  h6 jus
t i fies i t s  select ion for th i  art ic le .  

0 Corrado Astengo 
• Sinisa Drazic 

Milano 2010 

1 .d4 llJf6 2.c4 d6 3.llJf3 g6 4.lbc3 �g7 
5.e4 0-0 6.�e2 h6 7.h3 e5 8.�e3 exd4 
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9.lbxd4 l:te8 1 o.�f3 lbbd7 1 1 .'i!Yc2 

1 1  . . .  a6 
l l  . . .  ttJb6 looks very attract ive, but with a 
few strong moves White can punish th is  
' n ice' move : 1 2 .b3 d5 1 3 .exd5 ttJfxd5 
1 4 .ltJxd5 �xd4 1 5 .0-0-0 �f5 1 6 .llxd4 ! 
�xc2 1 7 .ttJxb6 �e7 1 8 .ttJd5 �a3+ 
1 9 .<.txc2 �xa2+ 20.<.tc3 and the pieces are 
superior to the queen .  
A good al ternat ive was  l l  . . .  ttJe5 1 2 .�e2 c5 
1 3 .ttJf3 ttJc6 - Black ha a weak poin t  on  
d6 ,  bu t  on the  other hand he contro ls  square 
d4 and h i s  pieces are better placed and he 
has the option to gain good counterplay 
wi th  . . .  �e6 and . . .  a6. 
1 2.J:td1  'ilfe7 
Not 1 2  . . .  c5 1 3 .ttJb3 ttJe5 1 4 .�e2 c7 
1 5 . d2±.  
1 3.0-0 



1 3  . .  .tL\e5 
Stronger was 1 3  . . .  c5. B lack gains pace, for 
the price of a smal l weak poin t ,  which i s  
pract ical ly un touchable anyway ! Tel l  me, 
after 1 4 .ttJb3 ttJe5 1 5 .�e2 .ie6 1 6 .ttJd2 
.id7 1 7 .ttJf3 ttJxf3+ 1 8  . .ixf3 .ic6, what 's 
wrong wi th the black posi t ion? Of course, 
B lack is OK (as Adorjan told us long ago ! ) . 
I n  the game I l ack space, and am soon i n fe
riorly placed. 
1 4  . .ie2 .id7 1 5.f4 tbc6 1 6.�f3 tbxd4 
1 7.�xd4 
B lack lacks space no doubt about i t !  
1 7  . . .  �c6 1 8.l:tfe1 
Why didn ' t  Whi te play 1 8 .e5, an obv ious 
move, so natural and simple? I t  promi es a 
c lear advantage ! 
1 8  . .  Jlac8 
What shou ld B lack do? He can only wait 
for some mistakes, right? 
1 9.'ti'f2 Or 1 9 .b4 to gai n even more space . 
1 9  . . .  tbd7 20.tbd5 �xd5 21 .cxd5 �xd4 
22.1'Vxd4 22Jhd4 was better. 22 ... 'ti'h4 
23.'ii'd2 l:le7 

Thi is the best posi t ion for B lack si nce the 
start of the game. 
Not 23 . . .  g5 24.�g4. 
24.�g4 24.llc I .  24 . . .  l:lce8 25.�xd7 
l:lxd7 
White plays for a draw, and just because of 
this B lack gains t ime to consol ide, and then 
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to press the opponent for more ! One more 
mi stake i needed though . 
26.e5? 
Here i t  i s !  Thi often happens when you 
have only one resu l t  in m ind .  You shou ld 
a lways play for the best moves and then 
press your opponent to defend, rather than 
exchanging pieces at any cost and slowly 
dri ft towards a weaker posi t ion .  Once you 
wake up, you rea l i ze that you are in an 
already lost posi t ion ! 
26 . . .  l:lde7 
Black i s l ight ly better, and wi th  good tech
n ique and calcu lat ion he won the game. 
27.e6 fxe6 28.dxe6 'ti'f6 29.'ii'd5 b6 
29 .. ."ifxb2=F .  30.l:td4 'it>g7 31 .l:tde4 
'ii'xb2 32.f5 l:tf8 33J:I.f1 33 .l:tg4 l:tf6 
34.l:txg6+ .l:[xg6 35 . fxg6 'i!fc3=F .  33 .. J:tf6 
34.l:lg4 'ii'e5 35.'i!fd3 b5 36.'it>h 1  c5+ 
37.l:tf3 c4 38.'ii'b1 d5 39.l:tfg3 'ti'xf5 
40.l:lxg6+ 

After 40 ... Wh7 Black won on move 64. 

0 Norbert Stul l  
• Boris G ruzmann 

Davos 2008 

1 .d4 tbf6 2.c4 d6 3.tbc3 g6 4.e4 �g7 
5.�e2 h6 6.tbf3 0-0 7.0-0 tba6 
Here too B lack postpones . . .  e5 .  
8.h3 'ii'e8 9.�e3 e5 
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1 0.d5 
I O .dxe5 dxe5 l l .a3 i s  an a.lternat ive. The 
move . . .  h6 is not nece sary, but i t ' s  a lso not 
so bad. After a3, b4, 't'i'c2, Whi te keeps the 
somewhat better prospects .  
1 0  . . .  �h7 
I don ' t  l i ke this plan. B lack w i l l  lose a lot of 
t ime to push .. . f5 .  I t  was possible to play i n  
a much simpler way. 
B lack has some compensation after I 0 . . .  
tt:lh5 l l .'t'i'd2 tt:lf4 1 2 .�xf4 exf4 1 3 . xf4 
tt:lc5 1 4 .U.fe l f5 1 5 .exf5 �xf5 1 6 .'t'i'd2;!; .  
Best i s  I O . . .  tt:lh7 l l .'t'i'd2 h5 1 2 .a3 f5 when 
th i ngs are not clear! I t  i s  the plan wi th 
. . .  tt:lh7 that  you shou ld remember when 
you decide to take up thi  K ing '  I ndian 
wi th . . .  h6. 
1 1 .lbd2 lt:lg8 1 2.a3 f5 1 3.f3?!  
1 3 .exf5 gxf5 1 4 .'t'i'c2 tt:le7 1 5 . f4 e4 1 6 .tt:lb3 
is a typical pos i t ion i n  which Whi te i s  
clearly better. He must  push g4 a t  the right 
moment, after some preparat ion . B lack has 
an addi t ional problem compared to s imi 
lar  posi t ions, because he can ' t  control the 
important square d4. 
1 3  ... lt:lf6 1 4.b4 b6? 
1 4  . . .  f4 wa the only chance to attack the 
white king but object ively the fi rst player i s  
better after 1 5 .�f2 g5 1 6.c5 . 
1 5.�a4?? 
1 5 .exf5 !  gxf5 1 6 .�d3 wa strong. What i s  
the b lack k ing doing on h7? 
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1 5  . . .  �e7? 
White i s  only s l ight ly better after 1 5  . . .  't'i'xa4 
1 6 .tt:lxa4 tt:lh5 1 7  .U.fc I .  
Now B lack i s  forced to bury h is  pieces on 
the queenside. St i l l  he w i l l  be successfu l ,  so 
shou ld we real l y  condemn his de i re not to 
exchange queens? 
1 6.c5 tt:lb8 1 7.cxd6 cxd6 1 8.l:Uc1 tt:lh5 
1 9.�d1  �f6 20.lt:lb5 �g5 21 .�xg5 
�xg5 22.l:tc7+ c;t;>g8 

23.tt:lf1 ? 
After th is  mi stake Whi te w i l l  have no more 
chance to come back in the game ! 
23 .'t'i'e I is much tronger: 23 . . .  tt:lf4 24.�f l  
tt:lxh3+ 25 .Wh I tt:lf4 26.tt:lxd6±. 
23 . . .  lt:lf4 24.g3 fxe4 25.lt:lxd6 lt:lxh3+ 
26.c;t;>h2 lt:lf2 27.t*'c1 �h5+ 28.�g1 
lt:lh3+ 29.c;t;>h2 lt:lf4+ 
White re igned. 



CHAPTER 7 

Igor Lysyj 

Queen 's I ndian : Chernyshov's Line 

4 .a3 i.b7 5 .ttJc3 ttJe4 ! ?  

After fi ve rounds of the Aeroflot Open I was 
completely d isi l l usioned wi th  my play and 
my tournament posi t ion .  The pai ri ngs a lso 
did not inspire any opt im ism:  i n  the s ix th 
round I was black against grandmaster Voro
biov, who has a sol id open ing repertoire .  I n  
search o f  compl icated play, I h i t  upon an 
unusual way of hand l i ng the Petros ian Vari
at ion of the Queen's I ndian Defence, which 
I had ob erved being played by the i nvent ive 
Russian grandmaster Alexander Cherny
shov. After l .d4 liJf6 2 .c4 e6 3 .liJf3 b6 4.a3 
�b7 5 .liJc3 liJe4 ! ? my opponent re ponded 
in the most crit ical way with 6.liJxe4 �xe4 
7. d2 �g6 8 .g3 .  But first let us analyse less 
ambitious way of playing for White . . .  

D Tal Shaked 
• Nick De Firmian 

Denver 1998 

1 .d4 lLlf6 2.c4 e6 3.lLlf3 b6 4.a3 �b7 
5.lLlc3 lLle4! ?  
I hou ld mention that the rare kn ight jump 
on the 5th move, wi th the idea of immedi 
ate ly beg inn ing a piece bat t le for the  key 
e4-poin t  wh i le  retain ing a flexib le pawn 
structure,  ha qui te an ancient h i story and 
was fir t employed in the game S imagin
Keres, Parnu 1 947 .  I recommend th is  move 
to those who l i ke unu  ual play. To tho e 
who are prepared to go i n  for a certain stra
tegic risk in order to play for a w in .  
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6 .�d2 
White ha al o played 6.�c2 t!Jxc3, and 
now : 
7.bxc3?!  is i l logical , as after 7 . .  . f5 !  B lack 
successfu l l y  fights for the e4-point  and 
creates counterplay against the opponent '  
doubled pawns :  
- 8.g3 �e4 ! 9 .�b3 t!Jc6 ! IO . .ig2 t!Ja5 
l l .�a4 i.c6 1 2 .�d I t!Jxc4+, Hanko
Chernyshov, L i tomysl 1 996. 
- 8.e3 i.e7 9.i.d3 0-0 I O.e4 fxe4 l l .i.xe4 
.ixe4 1 2 .�xe4 4Jc6 1 3 .0-0 Y2-Y2, Volosh in 
Chernyshov, Frydek M istek 1 996. B lack'  
po i t ion i s  more promis ing after 1 3  . . .  4Ja5 
1 4 .�d3 �e8 I SJ:[e l �h5 I would prefer 
h i s  posi t ion .  
7.1!hc3 and now : 
• 7 . . .  c5 .  The mo t logical cont i nuat ion ; 
B lack clarifies the i ruation i n  the centre :  

- 8 .i.f4 cxd4 9 .4Jxd4 f6 ! ?  I 0.4Jf3 ( I  O.�g3 
e5 I l .ttJc2 a6 1 2 . b4 J:rc8 )  I O . . .  e5 l l ..ie3 
d5 1 2 .cxd5 t!Ja6 1 3 .J:rd I J:rc8 1 4 . d2 t!Jc7 
1 5 .d6 4Jd5 i s  equal . 
- 8.d5 ! ?  exd5 9.cxd5 .ixd5 I O . .ig5 f6 
l l .l:rd I i.e6 1 2 .i.h4 i.e7 1 3 .e4 0-0, Whi te 
ha compensation for the pawn ,  but no 
more, Munoz- Rios Parra, Medel l i n  20 1 0. 
- 8 .dxc5 bxc5 9 . .if4 d6 I O.J:rd I �b6 l l .e3 
4Jd7 1 2 .i.e2 4Jf6 with an equal game. 
• But 7 . . .  d6 i no wor e, with the approx i 
mate variat ions :  
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- 8 .�c2 c5 9.e3 (or 9 .e4 cxd4 I O.t!Jxd4 
4Jd7, ett ing up a 'hedgehog' ) 9 . . .  �e7 
I O  . .id3 cxd4 l l .t!Jxd4 4Jd7 B lack has 
counterplay. 
- 8.g3 .ie7 9.i.g2 4Jd7 I O.'iWc2 4Jf6 equal . 
- 8.�d3 4Jd7 9.e4 e5 I O.d5 t!Jc5 l l .�c2 
aS 1 2 .b3 c6, a iming to exploit  the pos i t ion of 
the whi te queen on the c-file, or 1 2  . . .  '*Yf6 ! ?  
wi th the idea o f  1 3  . . .  '*Yg6, putt ing pressure 
on the e4 pawn .  
B lack has  good play in  a l l  l i nes si nce he 
has managed to exchange a pair of kn ights 
w i thout mak ing any conce sions. 
6 . . .  i.e7 7.d5 
This pri ncipled cont i nuation brings Whi te 
noth ing but prob lem . He shou ld have pre
ferred the modest 7 .  c2 4Jxd2 8 .'*Yxd2.  
7 . . .  f5 ! 

8.g3?! 
I a lso prefer Black after 8 .4Jxe4? ! fxe4 9.4Jd4 



exd5 I O.cxd5 0-0 l l .�b3 �c5 1 2 .d6+ Wh8 
1 3 .dxc7 �xc7 1 4 .e3 ( 1 4.�c3? 'it'f4-+ ) 
1 4 . . .�xd4 ( 1 4 . . .  lDc6 1 5 .lDxc6 �xc6�) 
1 5 .exd4 lDc6 1 6.�e3 'it'd6 1 7  . .1:.d l lDe7. 
8 . . .  �f6 9 . .1:.c1 c6 1 O.dxe6 
If White stubborn ly avoids capturing on e6, 
then after I O.�g2 0-0 1 1 .0-0 cxd5 1 2 .cxd5 
lDxc3 1 3 .�xc3 �xd5 1 4 .lDd4 �xg2 
1 5 .Wxg2 lDa6 he has no compensation for 
the materia l .  
1 o . . .  dxe6 1 1 .�g2 c5 1 2.0-0 tt:lxd2 
1 3.tt:lxd2 �xg2 1 4.Wxg2 0-0 

The whi te kn ights have no prospects .  B lack, 
wi th  h i s  long-range bishop, has control over 
the central squares and a comfortable game. 
1 5.b4 
With th is  move Whi te mere ly  creates weak
nesses for h imse l f. He hou ld have pre
ferred 1 5 . f4 tt:lc6 1 6.lDf3 �xd l 1 7  . .1:.fxd l 
.l:.ad8�.  
1 5  . . .  cxb4 1 6.axb4 tt:lc6 1 7.b5 tt:la5 
1 8.tt:lcb1 .l:.c8 1 9. a4 "f!ic7 20.'ii'a2 
<it>h8 21 .<t>g 1  f4? !  
A sharp move . B lack tries t o  create an 
attack on the opponent 's  k ing .  
After 2 1  . . .  �e7 22.'ifa4 .l:.fd8 23 .lDb3 lDxb3 
24. xb3 'ifc5 he wou ld have retai ned a 
o l id  advantage . 

22.tt:le4 �d4? Black st i l l  ha counterp lay 
after 22 . . .�e5 23 .lDbd2 �e7 24.Wg2 h5 .  
23.  bd2 'fi'es 24.'i¥b1 
White ha consol idated, and now h is  posi -

Queen's Ind ian:  Chernyshov's Line 

t ion i s  even sl ight ly preferable. 
24 . . .  'ii'h5 24 . .  . fxg3 25 .hxg3 �f5 26.Wg2;!; .  
25.tt:lf3 �c5? ! Now the white kn ights 
acqu i re comfortable posts, but the same 
cannot be said about the black teed on a5 . 
25 . . .  e5 was more resi l ient .  
26 . .1:.fd1 fxg3 27.hxg3 tt:lxc4 28.Wg2! ± 
�e7 29 . .1:.d7 tt:la3 30.'ii'b2 'ii'e8 
31 .J:I.cd1 3 1 .tt:le5 ! ±  was better. 31 .. J:tc2 
32.�b3 l:txe2 33.'ii'd3 l:ta2 34.l:txa7 
h6 35.tt:le5? 35 .fi'b3 ! J:le2 36.'ifxe6 
�h5 37 . .1:.d3 wou ld have won . 35 .. ."ifh5 
36.l:txe7 'fi'xe5 

37.'ii'e3?? A blunder. Of course, after 
37 . .1:.a7 �f5 38 .Wg l White 's posi t ion is 
preferable, despite the pawn defici t .  
37 . . .  l:!.axf2+ 
White re igned. 

0 Piotr Staniszewski 
• Igor Lysyj 

Warsaw 2010 

1 .d4 tt:lf6 2.c4 e6 3.tt:lf3 b6 4.tt:lc3 .ib7 
5.a3 tt:le4 6.tt:lxe4 �xe4 7.e3 
This modest eont inuation promi es Whi te 
a s l ight advantage i n  space. However, only 
two pai rs of minor piece are left on the 
board, and so Whi te's spat ia l  advantage i 
not o percept ib le .  
7 . . .  �e7 
I l i ke th is  ound cont i nuat ion.  But  if you 
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prefer sharp play, you can try 7 . . .  c5 ! ?  
8 . .id3 ( the consequences of 8.d5 ! ? are 
unclear; after 8 . . .  exd5 9.cxd5 �e7 B lack 
has counterplay in the spiri t  of the Mod
ern Benon i )  8 . . .  �xf3 ! ( weaker i s  8 . . .  �xd3 
9.'i!Yxd3, when after 9 . . .  cxd4? !  I O.exd4 d5 
1 1 .0-0 .ie7 1 2  . .if4 dxc4 1 3 .'i!Yxc4 ti:Jd7 
1 4 .llfd I White 's lead in deve lopment is 
bound to te l l ;  for example 1 4  . . .  0-0 1 5 .d5 ! 
llc8 1 6.'i!Ye2± ) 9 .'i!Yxf3 ti:Jc6 and now : 

- I O.dxc5 ti:Je5 l l .'fie2 ti:Jxd3+ 1 2 .'fixd3 
�xc5 1 3 .0-0 Wic7 leads to equal i ty. 
- I O . .ie4 llc8 I 1 .0-0 ( I  l .dxc5 ti:Je5 ! )  
l l  . . .  cxd4 1 2 .exd4 'i!Yf6 1 3 .'i!Yx f6 gxf6 
1 4  . .ixc6 dxc6 is also equal . 
- I O.W/g3 cxd4 l l .exd4 'iff6 ( l l .  . .  ti:Jxd4 
1 2  . .ig5 c8 1 3 .0-0 is too risky) 1 2  . .ie3 
l:tc8 and B lack has good play. 
8 . .id3 .ixd3 9. 'fixd3 d6 1 0.0-0 0-0 
1 1 .e4 ti:Jd7 
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B lack 's  pos i t ion has no weaknes es, and 
a l though i t  i rather pas ive, i t  i s  very sol id .  
1 2  . .Q_e3 
If 1 2 .b4 B lack can respond in two ways :  
- 1 2  . . .  c5 1 3 .bxc5 bxc5 1 4 .d5 l:tb8 ( pos
s ib le was 1 4  . . .  exd5 ! ?  1 5 .exd5 - 1 5 .�xd5 
ti:Jb6 1 6 .'i!Yd3 'i!Yc8 1 7 .�b2 �e6 1 8 .llac l 
llab8 1 9 .�a l llfe8 20Jlfe I .if6= - 1 5  . . .  
.if6 1 6.llb l ti:Je5 1 7 .ti:Jxe5 �xe5 1 8 .g3 
lle8 with an equal game) 1 5 .dxe6 fxe6 
1 6  . .id2 and now, rather than spo i l  h i s  
pawn structure wi th  16  . . .  ti:Je5? as i n  the 
game R iazantsev-As ik ,  Dubai 2005 , better 
i s  1 6  . . .  .if6 with the approxi mate cont i nua
t ion 1 7 .l:tad l ti:Je5 1 8 .ti:Jxe5 .ixe5 when the 
chance are even .  
- 1 2  . . .  a5 1 3 .�b2 Wic8 ! �d8-c8-b7 i s  a 
standard manoeuvre i n  th i s  type of pos i 
t ion .  I t  i s  at b7 tha t  the queen i most  har
monious ly p laced . The fol low ing  games 
demonstrate the oundness of B lack ' s  
defences:  1 4 .b5 'ifb7 1 5 .llfe l llfe8 ( 1 5 . . .  
l:tad8 1 6 .h4 e5 J 7 J:[ad I exd4 1 8 .ti:Jxd4 
.if6 1 9 .g3 ll fe8 20. c2 .ixd4 2 1 .llxd4 
l:te7 22 .lld5 llde8 23 . f3 Wic8 24.�g2 
ti:Je5 25 . .ixe5 Y2-\12, Van We ly- l vanchuk ,  
Monaco 2002 ) 1 6 .llad l llad8 1 7 .Wic2 .if8 
1 8 .h3 g6 1 9 .lle2 \12-\12, Yit i ugov- Khairu l 
l i n ,  S t .  Petersburg 2006. 
1 2  . . .  �c8 1 3.llad1 �b7 1 4.llfe1 aS 
1 5.d5 e5 
Or 1 5  . . .  a4 ! ?  1 6 .e5 exd5 1 7  .exd6 dxc4 
1 8 .'ifxc4 cxd6 wi th  even chances. 
1 6.'i!kb3? !  
1 6 .b3 i stronger, not al lowing the fi x 
ing of the pawn on b2:  1 6 . . .  c5 ( 16  . . .  
a4 i s  unfavourab le becau e o f  1 7  .b4;!; ) 
1 7 .�c2 h6 1 8 .ti:Jd2 c8 wi th  sufficient 
counterchances. 
1 6  ... a4! 1 7. bS tt:lf6 1 8  . .Q_gs l:tas 
1 9. b4 h6 20 . .ih4 l:te8 
B lack ha ach ieved an equal game. ln the 
ubsequent far from fau l t les play I man

aged to w in .  



D Tornike Sanikidze 
• Evgeny Romanov 

Aix-les-Bains 2011 

1 .d4 tUf6 2.c4 e6 3.tUf3 b6 4.a3 �b7 
5.tUc3 tUe4 6.tUxe4 �xe4 7.�f4 
This 7th move also does not c la im to be 
an attempt to refute B l ack 's  opening set
up.  White s imply develop h i  pieces and 
transfers the weight of the struggle to the 
middlegame. 
7 . . .  �e7 8.e3 aS!? 9.�d3 �xd3 1 0.�xd3 
d6 
This posi t ion,  but via a d ifferent move order 
(8 . . .  d6 9.�d3 �xd3 I O.'fixd3 aS ), was three 
t imes succe fu l l y  reached by Port i sch .  

1 1 .0-0 
Port i sch's  opponents played more accu
rate ly - l l .b3,  not al lowing the fix ing 
of the queenside by aS-a4, but after I I  . . .  

d 7  a l l  the same they d i d  not achieve any 
advantage : 
- 1 2 .0-0 0-0 1 3 .h3 l:te8 1 4.e4 eS ! I S .�e3 
( I S .dxeS? !  dxeS 1 6.�g3 - 1 6.ttlxeS?? xeS 
J ?.'i/Hxd8 �xd8-+ - 1 6  .. . f6 1 7 .l:tfd l  ttlcS 
1 8 . e3 c8 1 9.b4 axb4 20.axb4 ttle6'f)  I S  . . .  
exd4 1 6.�xd4 ttleS ( 1 6 . . .�f6= ) 1 7  .'fic3 �f6 
1 8 .l:tad I ttlxf3+ 1 9.'ilixf3 �xd4 20.l:txd4=, 
Nikol ic-Port isch, Reykjavik 1 99 1 .  
- 1 2 .e4 0-0 1 3 .0-0 l:te8 1 4 .l:tfd I �c8 
I S .eS ( th i  leads to an equal game; I S .l:te I 
al o doe not g ive White any advantage 

Queen's I nd ian:  Chernyshov's Line 

after 1 5 . . .'i�Hb7 1 6 .l:tad l l:tab8 1 7 .dS �f6 
1 8 .eS wi th  mas exchange i n  P.Craml i ng
Port i ch, London 1 996) I S  . . .  dxeS 1 6 .ttlxeS 
ttlxeS 1 7 .�xeS �d6 1 8 .'i/Hg3 �xeS 1 9 .dxeS 
'i/Hb7=,  Gelfand-Port i sch, Moscow 1 990. 
1 1  ... a4! ?  1 2.e4 0-0 1 3.l:tad1 tUd7 
1 4.J:Ue1 l:Ie8 1 5.h3 tUfB 
Play i even after I S  . . .  'i/Hc8 1 6 .eS 'i�Hb7 . 
1 6.'ifc2 'ifd7 1 7.l:te3 tUg6 1 8.�h2 
l:ted8 1 9.l:tc3 l:tac8 
Or 1 9  . . .  llaS ! ?  which change noth ing about 
the eval uation that the game i s  equal . 
20.l:tcd3 '*YeS 21 .�g3 h6 22.l:t1 d2 Wh8 
23.l:td1  wgB 24.l:t 1 d2 WhB 25.l:td1  

Draw. 

D German Pankov 
• Nikolay Ogloblin  

Sochi 2007 

1 .d4 tUf6 2.c4 e6 3.tUf3 b6 4.a3 �b7 
5.tUc3 tUe4 6.tUxe4 �xe4 7.tUd2 �g6 
7 . . .  �b7 i s  unthemat ic .  A few years ago I 
w i tnes ed the fol lowi ng crushing defeat : 
8 .e4 f6 ( i n  the event of 8 . . .  ttlc6 9.ttlf3 
the drawback to the bi shop's pos i t ion on 
b7 becomes apparent - the e4 pawn is not 
under attack)  9.dS �d6 I O  . .id3 aS l l .ttlf3 
ttla6?? ( l l . . .h6 1 2 .0-0;!; ) 1 2 .eS ! 'i/He7 ( 1 2  . . .  
�xeS 1 3 .�gS+- ) 1 3 .exd6 'i/Hxd6 1 4 .0-0 
and Whi te converted h i  extra piece, Zabo
t in -Cherny hov, Serpukhov 2007 . 
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8.e4 tl:\c6! 9.d5 tl:\d4 

1 O.tl:\f3 
With th is  move Whi te exchanges the act ive 
black kn ight, w i thout any pretent ions to 
gai n an advantage . 
But  I O.�d3 a lso does not promise Whi te 
anyth ing .  The best that he can hope for i n  
t h i s  variation i s  a compl icated bat t le where 
three resu l ts  are possib le :  
- I O . . .  e5 1 1 .0-0 ( l l . h4 h5 1 2 .tl:\f3 tt:lxf3+ 
1 3 .�xf3 �e7 1 4 .�g3 0-0= ) l l . . .�d6 ( 1 1 . . .  
c5= )  1 2 .b3 c 5  1 3 .tt:lb l 0-0 1 4 .tt:lc3 a6 B lack 
has a perfect ly good game. His posi t ion is  
at lea t equal . 1 5 .g3 �e7 1 6 . f3 f5 1 7 .exf5 
�xf5 1 8 .tt:le4 h6 1 9 .g4 �g6=i=, Krasenkow
Chernyshov, Warsaw 2002 . 
- I O . . .  �d6 ! ? is no worse than Chernyshov 's 
cont inuation, for example: 1 1 .0-0 ( l l . h4 h5 
1 2 .tt:lf3 tt:lxf3+ I HWxf3 i.e5 ) 1 1  . . .  0-0 1 2 .tt:lb3 
tt:lxb3 1 3 .�xb3 l:[e8 with counterplay. 
- Best is I O  . . .  �g5 1 1 .0-0 ..th5 1 2 .tt:lf3 
tt:lxf3+ 1 3 .�xf3 �xc l 1 4.l:[axc l ( 1 4.�xh5 
�xb2 1 5 .e5 ..tcS+)  14 . . .  ..txf3 1 5 .gxf3 ..td6=i= . 
1 o . . .  tl:\xf3+ 1 1.'ti'xf3 �c5 
The less standard l l  . . .  ..td6 ! ?  i s  also possible,  
wi th good play for B lack again t the enemy 
centre .  For example 1 2 .�d3 and now : 
- 1 2  . . .  �e5 1 3 .0-0 �f6 1 4 .�xf6 ..txf6=.  
- 1 2  . . .  0 -0 1 3 .0-0 f5 ( 1 3 . . .�h4 ! ? 1 4 .g3 �h5 
1 5 .�e3 �f6 1 6 .l:te l �e5 1 7 .l:[b l exd5 
1 8 .cxd5 l:!.ae8) 1 4 .exf5 �xf5 1 5 .dxe6 �xd3 
1 6 .�xd3 dxe6 1 7 . e2 �f6 1 8  . ..te3 ..teS= . 
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- 1 2  . . .  exd5 1 3 .cxd5 0-0 1 4 .0-0 c6 1 5 .dxc6 
dxc6=i= .  
1 2.�d3 0-0 1 3 .�e3 exd5 
Also good i s  1 3 . . .�d6 1 4 .0-0 ( 1 4 . h4 f5 ) 
1 4  . . .  f5 1 5 .exf5 ..tx f5 1 6  . ..txf5 lhf5 1 7 .�g4 
�f6, and B l ack's pos i t ion is not worse . 
1 4.cxd5 �xe3 1 5:ifxe3 f5 1 6.0-0 

1 6  . . .  f4? !  An attempt to compl icate the 
play. 
After 1 6  . . .  fxe4 1 7  . ..txe4 �f6 a draw can be 
agreed upon . 
1 7.�h3 1 7 .�d4 !  c5 1 8 .dxc6 dxc6 
1 9 .�c3;!; .  1 7  . . .  �e7 1 8.l:!.ac1 �d6 1 9.e5 
Thi s impl ifie the po i t ion .  B lack was 
wrongly hoping for 1 9 .l:tfd I !  l:tae8 20.f3 
l:te5 wi th double-edged play, a l though after 
2 1 .�h4 ! l:[hS 22 .�f2 �e8 23 .�f l  �h6 
24.h3± th i ngs wou ld not have been ea y 
for h im .  
19  . . .  �xe5 20.�xg6 hxg6 21 .�xd7 
l:tf7 Draw. 

0 Claude Landenbergue 
• Konstantin Chernyshov 

Cappelle Ia Grande 2006 

1 .d4 tl:\f6 2.c4 e6 3.tl:\f3 b6 4.a3 �b7 
5.tl:\c3 tl:\e4 6.tl:\xe4 �xe4 7.tl:\d2 �96 
8.g3! 
The only way of fight i ng for an apprec iable 
advantage . The wh i te bi shop eyes the long 
d iagonal ,  which has only just been aban-



doned by h is  opponent .  I t  appear that i n  
the open ing bat t le the scales are beg inn ing 
to t ip  i n  favour of White, but . . .  
8 . . .  tbc6! 9.e3 e 5 !  1 O.d5 tba5 

1 1 .b4 
I f  l l .�g2, then l l  . . .  �d6 1 2 .0-0 0-0. B lack 
shou ld not  premature ly play 1 2  . . .  �d3? ! 
1 3 .J:te I ,  when hi bi shop come under 
attack,  for example 1 3  .. . fS ( 1 3  . . .  lt:lxc4? 
1 4 .�b3+- ) 1 4 . b4 lt:lxc4 I S .�b3 lt:lxd2 
1 6.�xd3 lt:\e4 1 7 . f3 lt:lf6 1 8 .�xfS! . 
• No advantage is given by 1 3 .b4 lt:lb7 
1 4 .�b2 aS ! I S .lt:le4 ( I S . f4 exf4 1 6 .exf4 
f6 1 7 . f5 �f7 1 8 .�c3 J:te8 1 9 .lle l l:he l + 
20.�xe I �f8 2 l .lt:le4 lle8 wi th  sufficient 
play) I S  . . .  axb4 1 6.axb4 llxa l 1 7 .�xa l 
�xb4 1 8 .�xeS lle8 1 9 .�b2 �f8 20.lt:ld2 
lt:lcS ,  when B lack has a strong point  at cS 
and stands at least equal . 
• 1 3 .'t!Ye2 lt:lb7,  and now : 

Queen's I nd ian :  Chernyshov's Line 

- 1 4 .h4 h6 ( 14 . . .  a5 i s  a l  o possible,  s i nce 
I S .hS i s  not dangerous in view of I S  . . .  �c2 
1 6 .lt:lb l ! ? �b3 ! ? 1 7 .e4 a4 1 8 .lt:ld2 lt:laS 
wi th  play agai nst the c4 pawn ;  White has 
noth ing better than 1 9 .lt:lxb3 lt:lxb3 20Jlb I 
�cS:f )  I S .hS �h7 wi th  compl icated play. 
- The pawn sacrifice 1 4 . b4 aS I S .cS bxcS 
1 6.bS i s  in terest i ng, but i nsufficient on 
account of 1 6  . . .  a4 ! 1 7 .lt:lc4 lt:laS=F . 
- 1 4 .lt:le4 �xe4 ! I S .�xe4 fS 1 6 .�g2 e4 
1 7 .b4 as 1 8 .�b2 �e?=F . 
I f  l l .b3, avoiding creat ing any targets for 
attack on the queenside, B l ack employs the 
standard piece arrangement in this varia
t ion :  l l  . . .  �d6 1 2 .�b2 lt:lb7 1 3 .�e2 0-0 
1 4 .0-0 �e7 .  
1 1  . . .  lbb7 1 2 .�b2 �d6! 1 3. · g 2  a S  
1 4.�c3 1 4 .�b3 �e7 I S .0-0 0-0 1 6 .�c3 
�d3 1 7  .llfc I e4 strengthen ing the outpost . 
1 4  . .  .'fi'e7 

I t  was th is  posi t ion that I had ai med for i n  
my  preparat ion. The posi t ioning of  the black 
pieces seems unprepossess ing, but, strange ly 
enough, they are a l l  mak ing l i fe uncomfort 
able for Whi te '  attract ive c lassical set-up. 
The bishop on g6 is ready at any moment 
to estab l i sh i tse l f  at d3. The bi hop on d6 is 
prevent ing the act ivat ion of the g2 bishop 
and support ing the eS pawn,  and together 
with the queen and the rook on a8 i t  creates 
pre sure on the whi te a3 and b4 pawns, try
i ng to w in  the cS-point for the black knight .  
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1 5.0-0 0-0 1 6.'ti'b3 ..Q.d3 1 7.l:l.fe1 e4 
The unusual p lac ing of the black piece 
does not prevent them from successfu l ly  
coord i nat i ng .  
1 8. �b2 f5 19 . ..Q.f1 ..Q.xf1 20.l:l.xf1 c6 
21 .dxc6 dxc6 22.l:l.fd1 c5 23.bxa5 
lLlxaS 24 . ..Q.xa5 bxa5 25.l:tab1 a4 
B lack '  game is easier. Whi te has a tem
porari ly i nact ive knight and a fi xed pawn 
weakness on a3.  I n  the subsequent far from 
fau l t less play the main expert on the varia
tion went on to w i n .  

0 Evgeny Vorobiov 
• Igor Lysyj 

Moscow Aeroflot Open 2011 

1 .d4 lLlf6 2.c4 e6 3.lLlf3 b6 4.a3 ..Q.b7 
5.lLlc3 lLle4 6.lLlxe4 ..Q.xe4 7.lLld2 ..Q.g6 
8.g3 lLlc6 9.e3 e5 1 O.d5 lLla5 1 1 .h4 

An attempt to exploit  the po i t ion of the 
bi shop on g6. 
1 1  . . .  h6 1 2.e4 
After the impetuous 1 2 .hS there fol lows 
t 2  . . .  Ah7 t 3 .b4 lLlb7 t 4 .Ab2 Ad6 t s  . ..Q.h3 
aS w i th pressure on the b4 pawn,  tradi t ional 
for this set-up .  The best chance for White 
would appear to be the sacri fice 1 6 .cS bxcS 
1 7 . bS .  
After 1 2 .Ah3 i n  the game Borov ikov
Chernyshov, Pardub ice 2004, there fol 
lowed 1 2  . . .  b7 ! 1 3 .0-0 aS 1 4 .b3 cS ! ?  
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( the al ternat ive is 1 4  . . .  Ad6 wi th  the approx
imate cont i nuation I S  . ..Q.b2 0-0 1 6 . f4 exf4 
1 7 .exf4 f6= )  I S .e4 Ad6 1 6  . ..Q.fS �f6':f.  
1 2  . . .  ..Q.d6 
1 2  . . .  AcS ! ? i s  stronger: 1 3  . ..Q.d3 lLlb7 1 4 .b4 
Ad4 I SJ:tb l 0-0 ( I S . . .  aS ! ?  1 6.0-0 axb4 
1 7 .axb4 0-0) 1 6 .hS Ah7 1 7 .li:\f3 cS 1 8 .dxc6 
dxc6 1 9 .0-0 cS wi th good pl ay. 
1 3  . ..Q.d3 
If 1 3 .Ah3,  then 1 3  . . .  hS ! ?  1 4 .0-0 li:\b7 
I S  . ..Q.fS �f6 1 6.�c2 ..Q.xfS 1 7 .exfS 0-0 
1 8 .li:\b3 g6 i s  equal . 
1 3  . . .  lLlb7 1 4  . ..Q.c2 aS 1 5.b3 
After I S .hS ! ?  ..Q.h7 1 6 .�g4 B lack can 
go into an equal endgame by 1 6  .. .'tl¥gS 
1 7 .�xgS hxgS . 
1 5. . .  e7 1 6  . ..Q.b2 h5 !?  1 7.1\Ye2 lLlc5? ! 
I n  th i s  non-standard pos i t ion B lack i the 
first to go wrong. After 1 7  . . .  c6 ! ?  1 8 .0-0 
0-0 1 9 . f4 f6':f his posi t ion i s  certa i n ly  not 
worse . 

1 8.f3?!  
Returning the  favour !  After 1 8 .0-0 0-0 
1 9 . b4 !  ( i f  1 9 . f4 there can fol low 1 9  . . .  f6 - it 
looks very risky to play 1 9  . . .  exf4 20.gxf4 

xh4 2 1.f S  ..Q.h7 22.eS Ae7 23 .l:l.f2 - 20. 
fS ..Q.f7 2 1 .'it>f2 b7 ) 1 9  . . .  axb4 20.axb4 

b7 2 1 .cS bxcS 22 .bS l:txa I 23 .lha I l:tb8 
24 .li:\c4 the po i t ion i unc lear. A l though 
White i s  material down,  he has excel lent ly
deve loped ' work i ng'  piece , wherea B lack 
has problems in f ind ing a sen ib le plan and 



making progress in improv ing the placing 
of h is  piece . 
1 8  . . .  c6 
Or 1 8  . . .  0-0 ! ?  1 9 .g4 'it;>h8 20.'it>f2 c6 2 t.J:[ag l 
f6. 
1 9.l2Jf1 
1 9 .'it;>f2 0-0 ! 20.g4 f6 2 1 .l':lag I tLlbT'F.  
1 9  . . .  t2Jb7 20.l2Je3 'it>d8?! 
Black tr ies  to be excessively origi nal . He 
shou ld have played 20 . . .  .tc5 2 1 .a4 ( or 
2 1 .dxc6 dxc6 22 .l2Jf5 .txf5 23 .exf5 0-0-0 
24 .'it>f l  .td4) 2 1  . . .  0-0-0 22 .0-0-0 f6 wi th  a 
sol id posi t ion,  but not 20 . . .  0-0? ! 2 1 .g4 .tc5 
22 .0-0-0 ! ?  .txa3 23 .gxh5 .txb2+ 24 .'it;>xb2 
.txh5 25 .Jlhg I ,  when the open g-f i le causes 
him problems. 
21 .'it>f2 ct;c7 22.ct;g2 .th7 

23.dxc6? 
Premature ly re leasi ng the tension . 23 .l2Jf5 
promised more benefit . After 23 . . .  .txf5 
24.exf5 f6 25 .Jlhe I llhe8 26. d2 Whi te 
dom inates the ent i re board . 
23 . . .  dxc6 24.l2Jf5 .txt5 25.exf5 f6 
26J:thd1 26.Jlhe I llhe8=.  
26 . .  J:tad8 27.f4? 
A repet i t ion was possib le after 27 .'it>h3 .tc5 
28 .lle l d7 29.Jled l  e7 .  
27 . . .  llhe8 

Queen's I nd ian:  Chernyshov's Line 

After 27 . . .  exf4 28 .fk'xe7+ .txe7 29.gxf4 
.tc5 30.Wf3 B lack cannot exploi t  the oppo
nent 's pawn weaknesses, whereas Whi te 
begi n  to fasten on to the g7 and h5 pawns .  
Chances are even .  
28.fxe5 .txe5 29 . .txe5+ 
It was poss ib ly better to keep the queens 
on.  After the approx imate 29Jhd8 ! ?  fVxd8 
30.Jle I l/Jd6 3 1  . .txe5 Jlxe5 32 .'i¥f2 l/Jf7 
33 . .td l Jlxe l 34.�xe l l/Je5 35 . .txh5 �d4 
B lack dominates, but Whi te reta ins drawing 
chance . 
29 .. .'ihe5 30.'�'xe5+ l:txe5 31 Jbd8 
'it>xd8 32.ct;t2 t2Jd6 33.Jle1 ? 
The only sav ing chance was 33 .lld I !  
'it>d7 ! ?  34.l:ld4 b5 35 .Jlf4 bxc4 36.bxc4 
c5 37 . .ta4+ Wc7 38 . .tc2 l:te8 39.g4 l/Jf7 
40.gxh5 l/Je5� . 
33 . . .  Jlxe1 34.'iii>xe1 a4! 35.bxa4 t2Jxc4 
36 . .td1 t2Je3 37 . .txh5 t2Jxf5 38 . .tg6 
t2Jd6 

Black has a deci sive advantage, which he 
eas i ly  converts i nto a w i n .  
39.'iii>d2 we7 40.Wc3 wes 41 .Wb3 Wd5 
42.g4 Wd4 43 . .tc2 t2Jc4 44.g5 txg5 
45.hxg5 c5 46.g6 l2Jd2+ 47.Wb2 c4 
48 . .tt5 tLlb3 49. · d7 Wd3 50 . .th3 Wd2 
White re igned. 
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CHAPTER 8 

Jeroen Bosch 

An Unusual Taimanov 

7 . . .  h5 ! ?  

0 Alexander Berelowitsch 
• Francisco VaUejo 

Germany Bundesliga 2010/11 

1 .e4 c5 Vbf3 tLlc6 3.d4 cxd4 4.tLlxd4 
e6 5.tLlc3 c7 
The Taimanov Variat ion of the S ic i l i an ,  
which these day i s  often met  by 6.�e3 , 
fol lowed by 7 .�d2 and queenside ca -
t l i ng .  One of Whi te 's  main ( and most sol id )  
opt ions has  always been the k i ngside fian
chetto, though . 
6.g3 
Many top players favour 6 .g3,  but M ichael 
Adam deserves spec ia l  men tion as the 
main supporter of this l i ne .  
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6 . . .  a6 7.�g2 h5 !?  
Anaboy ! I t  i s  unusual i n  such a theory-heavy 
opening as the S ic i l ian to ee a top player 
l i ke Val lejo leave the wel l - trodden paths at 
such an early tage in the game. The auda
cious 7 . . .  h5 was first played by Bent Lar en 
in  a period when he experimented with many 
opening idea . The launch of the h-pawn 
may remind you of coffee-house ches 
(or ICC bl i tz ) ,  but i t  rea l ly  i n ' t  just about 
attack ing blunt ly on the k. i ngside. Posi t ion
ally speaki ng, the move 7 . . .  h5 i s  qu i te ound: 
I .  To stop the h-pawn in  i t s  tracks Whi te 
wou ld have to play 8 .h4 here, which weak
ens the g4-square ( as f4 i a normal part of 
Whi te '  plan ) .  



2 .  Play i ng 8 .h3 ,  to meet 8 . . .  h4 wi th  9 .g4, on 
the other hand, weakens the dark squares. 
3. A l lowing B l ack to play . . .  h4 gives h im 
the  opportun i ty to  open the  h-fi le  whenever 
he wants to, and also weakens the g4-square 
somewhat ( i n  these fianchetto l i nes Whi te 
often wants to p lay h3 to protect g4, but th i s  
i sn ' t  possib le when B l ack and Whi te have 
exchanged their h-pawns on g3) .  
The main l i ne i s  7 . . .  ttJf6 (your database w i l l  
eas i ly  l i st some 3500 games ! ), but we  do  wel l  
to remember that 7 . . .  d6 8.0-0 �d7 9.lle l 
�e7 I O.ttJxc6 �xc6 l l .'t!fg4 h5 ! ?  1 2 .ffe2 
h4 i s  another not unpopular l i ne that scores 
very decent ly for B lack : 1 3 .a4 hxg3 1 4 .hxg3 
ttJf6 i s  then the normal cont inuation. 
8.h3 
A logical response to the threat of . . .  h5-h4 .  
• Ignori ng the advance of the h-pawn i s  
poss ib le :  8 .0-0, cast l i ng i nto the storm, or 
obtai n i ng a usefu l  edge in development? 
8 . . .  h4 9 .lle I hxg3 I O .hxg3 �c5 ( B lack 
fights for the i n i t iat ive; not I O . . .  ttJf6 
l l .ttJd5 ! - I l .ttJxc6 bxc6 1 2 .e5 ttJd5 i s  
O K  for B l ack - l l . . .  exd5 1 2 .ttJxc6 bxc6 
1 3 .exd5+ c;i;>d8 1 4 .dxc6, and Whi te has 
great compensation for the piece) .  Now : 
- l l .�e3 ttJe5 1 2 .�f4? ! ( 1 2 .ttJf5 ! 
�xe3 - too dangerous is 1 2  . . .  exf5? 1 3 .ttJd5 
't!fd6 1 4.�xc5 't!fxc5 1 5 .exf5 - 1 3 .ttJxe3 i s  
sl ight ly better for Whi te, whi le  1 3 .ttJd6+ 
c;i;>f8 1 4 .l:lxe3 ttJf6 is  less clear) 1 2  . . .  d6 
1 3 .ttJb3 �a7 1 4 .'t!fe2 ttJf6 1 5 .l:lad l b5 is 
an ideal S ic i l ian for B lack .  H i  pos i t ional 
advantages are obv ious, whi le  his k i ng is 
re latively safe i n  the centre :  1 6.ttJd4 �d7 
1 7 .ttJf3 ttJfg4 !  1 8 .llf l  b4 1 9 .ttJxe5 ttJxe5 
20.ttJb I �b5 , and B lack won an exchange 
and soon afterwards the game in S .Col l i ns
A .  Kogan, Port Eri n 2002. 
- l l .ttJxc6 is a very decent al ternat ive:  
l l . . . bxc6 ( l l . . .  dxc6? 1 2 .e5 ± )  1 2 .e5 ! ttJe7 
( 1 2  . .  . f5 ! ? )  1 3 .�g5 ( 1 3 .ttJe4 ! ) 1 3 . . .c;i;>f8 
1 4 .ttJa4 �a7 1 5 .�e3 ( 1 5 .c4 ! ?) 1 5  . . .  �xe3 
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1 6 .llxe3 ttJf5 1 7  .llb3 llb8 1 8 .ttJc5? ! llb5 ! 
1 9 .llxb5? cxb5 20.b4 't!fxe5, and al though 
the win i s  st i l l  not that easy, B l ack clearly 
had the upper hand i n  Ocantos-R .Sw inkels ,  
Maa tr icht 20 I 0. 
- B lack shou ld meet l l .ttJb3 with I I . . .  
�e7 ( l l . . .  �a7 1 2 .�f4), when h e  should be 
happy to have ach ieved the wi thdrawal of the 
kn ight from the centre, for example 1 2 .a4 d6 
1 3 .a5 ttJf6, wi th about equal chances. 
- l l .�f4 ! ? i s  a very concrete attempt .  
B lack must reply wi th  l l  . . .  e5 ,  when i t  a l l  
depends on 1 2 .ttJd5 't!fb8 and now 1 3 .ttJxc6 
( 1 3 .ttJb3 exf4 1 4 .ttJxc5 fxg3 with sharp 
play. B lack has ach ieved a lot on the k i ng
side, but Whi te has an advantage in deve l 
opment )  1 3  . . .  dxc6 ( i f  1 3  . . .  dxc6 i s  too mun 
dane for you, then you may we l l  w i  h to 
i nvest igate the sharp 1 3  . . .  �xf2+ 1 4 .c;f;>x f2 
bxc6) 1 4 .�e3 �xe3 1 5 .ttJxe3 �e6 is equa l .  
• White  can prevent . . .  h4 by w i thdraw ing 
h i s  knight to f3 , but th i s  i s  harm less: 8 .ttJf3 
�e7 9.�f4 d6 I O.'t!fd2 ttJe5 l l .ttJe2 i.d7 
1 2 .'t!fc3 ! ? ttJc6 ! ? 1 3 .e5 

1 3  . . .  d5 ! ( 1 3  . . .  dxe5 1 4 .i.xe5 't!fb6 1 5 .i.xg7 
�b4 1 6.i.xh8 is unclear) 1 4.a3 lk8 1 5 .h4 
ttJh6 1 6.0-0 ttJg4, and B lack was better i n  the 
stem game Terkel en-Larsen, Aarhus 1 959. 
• Moving the kn ight to b3 has also occurred 
in practice. Thi immediate ly gives B lack an 
easy game. 8 .ttJb3 h4 9.0-0 (9 .i.f4 ttJe5 ) 9 . . .  
hxg3 I O .hxg3 ttJf6 l l .�e2 ttJe5 1 2 .i.g5 
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and now B lack ha many good opt ions to 
obta in the better game 1 2  . . .  �b4 ( 1 2  . . .  tDfg4;  
1 2  . . .  d6; 1 2  . . .  b5)  1 3 .tDd l 1Wc4 1 4 .1Wxc4 
tDxc4, and B lack had a very comfortable 
queenless middlegame i n  M i sai lov ic -Kon
t ic ,  Cet i nje 1 992.  
• 8 .h4 - stopping the cheeky rascal i n  i t s  
track . Let ' s  fol low the example of Span
ish GM Arthur Kogan : 8 . . .  �c5 9.tDb3 �a7 
I O.�f4. I t ' s  normal to deve lop the bi shop 
to f4 ( moving a pawn to f4 wou ld accen
tuate the  weakness of square g4 ) .  I 0 . . .  
tDe5 l l .'it'e2 d6 1 2 .0-0-0 tDe7 ( 1 2 . . .  tDf6 ! ? )  
1 3 .�e3 b5  1 4 .�xa7 .l:!.xa7 1 5 . d2? !  ( 1 5 .  
f4) 1 5  . . .  tDc4 1 6.�g5 (a  shot i n  the dark ; 
the black k ing doesn ' t  m ind moving to f8 
anyway) 1 6  . . .  b4 1 7 .tDe2 �f8 1 8 .r;f;>b l  e5 ! 
1 9 . c l  a5 ! 

.t • :i 
:i ... .,. , , 

i 
i i i 

, .,.  � � 
ttJ � 

� � �  tb � �  
\t>Yi � .ti 

and B lack '  chances are to be preferred, 
Rem i ro Ju  te- Kogan , Spain 2004.  
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• 8 .�e3 tDf6 ( 8  . . .  h4 i s  a bi t  rash when 
Whi te hasn ' t  castled k i ngside and has pent 
no t ime on prevent ing . . .  h4. Whi te cou ld, 
for i nstance, play 9 .tDxc6 bxc6 I O.�d4, 
i ntend ing to cast le queen ide) 9 .h3 .  White 
reacts belatedly to the threat of . . .  h4. With 
h i s  next move B lack exploits the early 
deve lopment of the bi shop to e3: 9 . . .  tDe5 ! 
I O .�e2 �b4 l l .�d2 tDc4 1 2 .0-0-0 tDxd2 
1 3 .�xd2 d6. Whi te has no compensat ion 
for hav i ng lost the important dark-squared 
bishop. B lack has a s l ight edge . 1 4 .tDde2 
�d7 1 5 . g5 (j ust l i ke i n  our previous 
example, this yie lds noth ing)  1 5  . .  .<it>f8 !  
1 6  . .l:!.d2 .l:!.c8 1 7  . .l:!.hd I �c5 1 8 .<.t>b I .l:!.h6 
1 9 .J:I.d3 b5 20.a3 a5 ! favoured B lack i n  
Heidenfeld-M i ladi nov ic ,  Leon Ech-tt  200 I .  
• A concession i s  8 .  xc6, when after 8 . . .  
dxc6 ( 8  . . .  bxc6) 9 .�e3 tDf6 I O.h3 e5 B lack 
has obtai ned an equal game: l l .tDa4 tDd7 
1 2 . d2 b5 1 3 .tDc3 1ie7 1 4  . .l:!.d l ? ! tDb6 
1 5 .�e2 ( 1 5 .b3 )  1 5 . . .�e6 ( 1 5 . . .  h4) .  This 
enables Whi te to exchange some pieces: 
1 6.�xb6 !  �xb6 1 7 .tDd5 ! �a7 1 8 .tDxe7 
1Wxe7 1 9 .b3? !  h4 ! 

:i • :i 
'�V i i 
.t 
i 
� 1 

� � �  
� � Vi � �  

l:t \t>  J:t 
20.g4? !  b4+ 2 1 .�d2 xd2+ 22 . .l:!.xd2 
�e 7,  and due to the weak dark squares on 
the k i ngside Whi te i wor e ,  Draganova
Dj i ngarova, Vel i ka Tarnovo ch-BUL 2005 . 
Here we see i l l ustrated one of the mai n 
po i t ional ideas beh ind 7 . . .  h5 .  



• 8 . f4, and now : 
- I wou ld recommend 8 . . .  b5 !? ,  when 
9.tt:\xc6 (9 .e5 �b7) 9 . . .  xc6 I O.�e2 �b7 
i s  fine for B lack .  
- 8 . . .  h4? ! 9 .�e3 (9 .g4) 9 . . .  hxg3 I O.hxg3 
l:txh I +  l l .�xh I ,  with a s l ight advantage for 
White .  
- 8 . . .  d6? ! 9.�e3 �d7 1 0.tt:\xc6 �xc6 1 l .�e2 
�e7 1 2 .�d4 e5 1 3 .�e3 �f6? 1 4.0-0-0 ! and 
Black's plan has fai led completely. Genzl ing
Vila Gazquez, Sibenik jr 2007 . 
8 . . .  h4 
This i s  certa in ly  consistent ,  but not the on ly 
move to consider. 
- 8 . . .  �c5? ! 9 .tt:\xc6 dxc6 I O.�e2 e5 
l l .�e3,  as played i n  Garc ia Brion-Vi la  
Gazquez, La Pi neda de Vi la  2009, i s  s l ight ly 
better for Whi te .  Normal ly  i n  such po i 
t ions tak i ng on c6 promises l i t t le ,  but here 
the i nc lusion of . . .  h5 and h3 favours Whi te .  
White wi l l  cast le queen ide and B lack w i l l  
f ind i t  d i fficu l t  t o  equa l ize .  
- 8 . . .  f6 9 .0-0 �c5 

is a posi t ion that has occurred in several 
games ( someti mes via the move order 7 . . .  
tt:\f6 8 .0-0 h5 ! ? ) .  T h i  i s  p layable .  One 
fai rly recent example between two strong 
grandma ters i Sutov ky-Safarl i ,  Baku 
20 I 0: I O.�e3 ( I  O.tt:\b3 �a7 l l .�f4 tt:\e5 
1 2 .�e2 d6 1 3 .J:tad l b5 1 4 . c l ? b4 wa a 
c lear edge i n  Makka-Lanchava, Varna Ech 
2002; I 0. xc6 dxc6 l l .e5 !? �xeS 1 2 .�f4 
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is a decent  pawn sacrifice that ha occurred 
in pract ice )  I O . . .  d6 l l .�d2 tt:\e5 ( after I I . . .  
tt:\xd4 1 2 .�xd4 �xd4 1 3 .�xd4 e5 1 4 .�d2 
h4 the chances are equal ) 1 2 .b3 h4 ! 

1 3 . f4 ( 1 3 .g4? fxg4 1 4 .hxg4 h3 1 5 .�h l  
h2+ 1 6.'1t>g2 tt:\xg4 with long-term posit io
nal compensation for the piece ) 1 3  . . .  tt:\g6 
1 4.g4 e5 ! 1 5 .fxe5 dxe5 1 6 .tt:\f5 ( 1 6.tt:\de2 ) 
1 6 . . .�xf5 1 7 .exf5 tt:\f4 1 8 .l:Iae l l:td8 1 9.�f2 

xg2 20.�xc5 tt:\xe I 2 l .l:txe I ,  and the play
er , somewhat surprisi ngly, agreed on a draw. 
Objectively, White seems to be strugg l i ng to 
prove that he has enough for the exchange. 
9.g4 

9 . . .  tt:\ge7 
Taimanov 's favourite knight manoeuvre i n  
h i s  very own S ic i l ian .  Val lejo a ims t o  con
trol a many dark quare a po ·s ible,  which 
i why the kn ight hou ld be deve loped to e7 
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( and not to f6) and from there to g6 or c6. 
B lack can also opt for the immediate knight 
swap, fol lowed by ...Ci:Je7 :  9 . . .  tlJxd4 I O.'t'ixd4 
tDe7 l l .�e3 b5 1 2 .0-0 ( 1 2 .0-0-0 ! ? )  1 2  . . .  tDc6 
1 3 .'t'id l ( 1 3 .'t'id2) 1 3  . . .  �b7 1 4 .tDe2 ( 1 4 .f4 
tDa5=F )  1 4  . . .  tlJe5 1 5 .b3 llc8 1 6.c3 �c5, and 
B lack was qu i te happy with the outcome of 
the open ing, Radovanov ic-Bakic, K ladovo 
ch- YUG 1 992.  
1 0.tlJde2 
Berelowitsch avoids the knight swap but 
B lack doesn ' t  rea l ly  mind .  In fact ,  B l ack'  
knight i s  fair ly usefu l on g6,  whi le there i s  
no real fu ture for the 'superfluou ' kn ight 
on e2 (as square g3 i s  control led by B lack's  
h-pawn ) .  
I n  case of I O.�e3, B l ack shou ld cont inue 
I O  . . .  tDe5 ( rather than I O  . . .  tlJxd4 l l .'t'ixd4 
tDc6 1 2 .'t'Nb6, wi th  a s l ight edge for White) ,  
when he i s  doing OK. 
After I 0.0-0 the exchange of kn ights i s  best 
though : l O  . . .  tlJxd4 l l .'t'ixd4 tDc6 1 2 .'t'Ne3 
( 1 2 .'fid l  �c5 ) 1 2  . . .  tDe5 . 
1 0  . . .  tlJg6 1 1 .0-0 
I nstead, l l . f4 weaken the diagonal g l -a7. 
After l l  . . .  �c5 1 2 .e5 d5 1 3 .exd6 Black shou ld 
not exchange queens ( 1 3  . . .  �xd6? ! 1 4.�xd6 ! 
�xd6 1 5 .tlJe4, with a s l ight advantage for 
White, Marinkovic-Kontic, Podgorica 1 993, 
or 1 5 .�e3 �c7 1 6.0-0-0, with a s l ight advan
tage for White), but play 1 3  . . .  .L.d6. 
1 1  . . .  b5 
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1 2 .a3 
B lack may reject the sacri fic ia l  1 2 .a4 b4 
1 3 .tlJd5 ! ?  wi th  1 3  . . .  't'Na5, but he can a lso 
accept the piece wi th  1 3  . . .  exd5 1 4 .exd5 
tDd8 ( 1 4 . . .  �d6 1 5 .dxc6 dxc6 1 6 .tlJd4 0-0), 
and now : 
- 1 5 .lle l �d6; 
- 1 5 .tlJf4 ! ? tDxf4 1 6 .J:te l + tlJde6 1 7 .�xf4 
( 1 7 .dxe6 tDxh3+ ! ) 1 7  . . .  't'ixf4 1 8 .dxe6 fxe6 
1 9 .�xa8 �d6, wi th  suffic ient compensa
t ion for the exchange; 
- 1 5 .d6 't'Nb8 1 6 .�xa8 �xa8 1 7 .lle l tDe6 
favours B lack .  
12 . . .  �c5 1 3.Wh 1  �b7 
Black has a very agreeable Tai manov 
S ic i l i an .  Note that the h4 pawn i s  more a 
strength than a weakness. Val lejo makes a l l  
h i  usefu l  moves f i rst ,  before f ina l ly  cas
t l i ng k i ngside . 
1 4.f4 l:ld8! ? 1 5 . e1 �a7 

1 6.�d2 
White understandably wants to fin i sh h i s  
development, bu t  th is  pa  sive move gives 
B lack plenty of leeway. 
Be t i s  perhaps 1 6 . f5 �b8 ( 1 6  . . .  tDge5 
1 7 .�f4) 1 7 .tDf4 ge5 .  
After 1 6.e5 B lack can advantageously 
sacrifice a piece with 1 6  . . .  tlJcxe5 !? ( 1 6  . . .  

d 4  1 7 .tlJxd4 �xg2+ 1 8 .Wxg2 �xd4 i 
a lso fi ne)  1 7 . fxe5 �xg2+ 1 8 .'0t;>xg2 �c6+ 
1 9 .Wh2 tDxe5, when he w i l l  regai n  h i s  mate
rial with in terest : 20.�f4 ( 20. g I �xg I +  



2 l .'itxg I tDf3+ 22 .llxf3 'ifxf3 23 .'ife3 
'ifxe3+ 24.�xe3 ) 20 . . .  tDf3+ 2 1 .l:txf3 'ifxf3 .  
1 6  . . .  tDce7 1 7.tDc1 ? 
I mprov ing the posi t ion of the poorly p laced 
knight ,  but it was necessary to ant ic ipate 
. . .  dS . 
- 1 7  .lld I is a lso met by 1 7  . . .  dS .  
- 1 7 . f5 ! ?  �b8 1 8 .tDf4 tDeS , and now B l ack 
has good dark-square control  after 1 9 .�e3 
gS ! 20. fxg6 tD7 xg6 2 1 .tDxg6 tDxg6 22.�g I 
but White is st i l l  fu l l y  i n  the game too. 
1 7  . . .  d5!  1 8.tDd3 
1 8 .exd5 tDxdS 1 9 .tDd3 0-0 20.tDxd5 �xdS 
2 1 .�xd5 llxdS i s  very pleasant for B lack, 
as i s  1 8 .e5 0-0. 
1 8  . . .  dxe4 1 8  . . .  0-0 !? .  1 9.�xe4 l:l.d4 ! ?  
Enterpri i ng play by  Val lejo.  1 9  . . .  0-0 i s  the 
s imple way. 20.�f3? !  20.�xb7 'ifxb7+ 
2 1  5�h2. 20 . . .  0-0 21 .li'e2 tDdS 22.tDxd5 
�xdS 23.�xd5?!  
23 .�e3 looks l i ke the be t way to keep 
B lack's  advantage wi th in  draw ing l imi t s .  

23 . . .  exd5!  
Wel l -played ! The i solated pawn prov ide 
B lack wi th  a u efu l  stronghold on e4. 
24.�c3 l:te4 25.li'g2 lle3 26.llae1 ? 
26.llf3 was the only move, but Whi te i 
i n  deep trouble after 26 . . .  llxf3 27 .'ifxf3 
lle8 when 28 .'ifxd5 lle3 ! is hard to meet, 
and most other move w i l l  lose a pawn 
somewhere .  

An U nusual Taimanov 

26 . . .  llg3 

Wel l ,  that h-pawn certai n ly  came in usefu l !  
27.li'xd5 Whi te can resign after 27 .'ifh2 
d4. 27 . . .  l:txh3+ 28.�g2 llg3+ 29.�h2 
llxg4 30.lle4 l:l.g3 
Even stronger was 30 . . .  'ifc8 ! ,  wi th  the 
threat of 3 1  . . .  llg2+. 
31 .llfe1 �b8 
The easiest w in  was 3 1 . . .'ifc8 32 . f5 llgS ! ,  
but Val lejo fin i shes i n  sty le :  
32.lle8 

32 . . .  .1:txd3! 33.l:l.xf8+ ttJxfB 34.li'xd3 
Or 34.cxd3 'ifxf4+ 35 .'itg I h3-+.  
34 . . .  li'xf4+ 35.�g2 li'h2+ 36.Wf1 
36.'itf3 h3-+ . 
36 . . .  �g3! 37.li'd4 li'h1 + 38.�e2 
li'g2+ 39.Wd3 �xe1 40.�xe1 h3 
White resigned. 
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CHAPTER 9 

Maurits Wind 

The Mayet Defence 

Span ish with 3 . . .  .id6 

Carl Mayet ( 1 8 1  0- 1 868) was  a German 
chess master who l i ved in Berl i n .  Mayet 
was a member (and in 1 836 the president) of 
the prest igious Berl i ner Schachgesel l schaft .  
He wa one of the seven chess ma ters, who 
were col lectively known as the Berliner Sie

bengestirn or the Plejades. The name of 
these seven players are Yon B i lguer, Yon der 
La a, Hanste in ,  Horw i tz, Bledow, Mayet and 
Schorn . These seven player frequent ly came 
together to d iscuss opening theory, to play 
free games and to test their ideas in corr. chess 
with other Gennan chess clubs. 
One important chess opening that was being 
examined was the Spanish Opening. After 
l .e4 e5 2. f3 tt:lc6 the move 3 .�c4 had 
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long been considered strongest . However, it 
became more and more apparent that B lack 
can neutral ize White's in i t ial onslought and 
obtai n equali ty. In particular the work by theo
retician Pau l B i lguer on 3 . . .  tt:lf6 ( the Prus ian 
game or Two Knight Defence) wa a break
through . Anention then began to shi ft towards 
3 .�b5, the move proposed by Lopez in 1 56 1 .  
The members of the Berl iner played a leading 
role in  thi explorat ion. Without pre-exist ing 
theory, a wide range of defences was exam
ined. For example set-up wi th �f6 & h6, 
tt:lge7, �c5, �d6. In later years these early 
attempts were superseded by tronger ideas 
uch as 3 . . .  tt:lf6, nowadays cal led the Berl in  

defence, and 3 . . .  a6, Morphy's cont inuation. 



It was Carl Mayet who endorsed the defence 
3 . . .  �d6 in the Spanish. The idea did not gain 
much support but was occasional ly tried in  
games. Then Paul  Rudolf von B i lguer and 
Tassi lo von der Lasa began their monumen
tal work on the first encyclopedia of chess 
openings: the Bilguer. The first edi t ion [ refer
ence I ]  appeared in 1 843. The section on the 
defence 3 . . .  �d6 in the Spanish was wri t ten by 
Carl Mayet. Nine l i nes of analysis were pre
sented, mo t resu l t ing in a ± verdict. ( Note : 
the modem ;!; and 'F assessments were not i n  
u e then ! )  Nevertheless, the  author comments: 
'Gegen diesen Zug, so schlecht derselbe der 
Theorie nach zu sein scheint, ist es dennoch 
fiir Weiss sehr schwierig zu spielen.' Later 
edit ions of the B i lguer present es ential ly the 
same analysis, only in a condensed form. This 
is an i ndication that the analysis of 3 . . .  �d6 
was old, already a closed topic, when i t  was 
included in the B i lguer of 1 843. 
I bel ieve th is  is  sufficient ground to name the 
defence 3 . . .  �d6 in  the Span ish open ing after 
Carl Mayet . J .Ganzo, in a book let on the 
Spani h opening [ 2 1 , mentions 3 . . .  �d6 and 
names it the B i lguer Defence. In my opinion 
i t  is appropriate to name an opening system 
after its i nventor, instead of to the fir t book 
in which i t  is  treated. 
Current theory rejects the defence l .e4 e5 
2. f3 lLic6 3 .�b5 �d6 as poor. I n  fact many 
openings books ignore the move 3 . . .  �d6 
al together ! ECO [ 4 ]  adorns the move wi th a 
question mark and cites a hort variation from 
the B i lguer. Khal ifman [ 5 ]  is equal ly di -
missive. But  is th is poor reputation ju t i fied? 

Recent ly I performed the fol lowing experi
ment wi th the strong ches programme 
Rybka 3 .  I checked several of the offbeat 
third move al ternatives that B lack has in 
the Span ish Opening. And while Rybka di -
mi sed most of them eas i ly, it gave a thumb 
to 3 . . .  �d6. Quite a urpris ing outcome ! Thi s  

The Mayet Defence 

resu l t  triggered my interest in both the theo
ret ical aspects and the h istory of 3 . . .  �d6, 
with the pre ent article as a resu l t .  
L n  tournament and match play the . . .  �d6 
defence was occa ional ly played. If 1 9th cen
tury masters chose it, they tended to prefer 
the version 3 . . .  lLif6 and 4 . . .  �d6. I n  modem 
chess praxis the defence 3 . . .  �d6 only occurs 
in lower level competit ion .  However, a few 
examples can be found in correspondence 
chess. The Pol i sh fM Leszek Ostrowski ( Eio 
2330) ha played in  at least two games, and 
so has S .  Daenen in  the French correspon
dence championsh ip 2008/2009. 
Whi le grandmasters shy away from 3 . . .  �d6, 
they are certai n ly  w i l l i ng to play the bishop 
move when they feel the cond it ions are right. 
Malan iuk  has played l .e4 e5 2 .lLlf3 lLic6 
3 .�b5 a6 4.�a4 Q\f6 5 .0-0 b5 6.�b3 �b7 
7 .d3 �d6 ! ?  

o n  three occasions, scoring 21/2 out o f  3 .  
Th i s  i s  now considered a respectable l i ne i n  
the Arkhangel k Variat ion.  
Tiviakov-Carlsen,  Wijk aan Zee 20 I 0 saw 
5 . . .  �d6 in the Worral l  Variat ion: l .e4 e5 
2 .lLif3 lLic6 3 .�b5 a6 4.�a4 lLlf6 5 .'ilfe2 �d6 
and the game ended in a draw after 27 
moves. 
Final ly there i s  the analogy with a cur
rent ly fash ionable l i ne i n  the Span ish Four 
Kn ights Open ing :  l .e4 e5 2 .lLif3 lLic6 3 .lLic3 
Q\f6 4.�b5 �d6 ! ? . 
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This was the subject of an i nterest ing article 
by Jeroen Bosch i n  SOS- 1 [ 3 ] .  B lack 's plan 
i n  th is  system is  to play . . .  0-0, . . .  l:te8, . . .  �f8 
and then . . .  d5 . 
I t  shou ld be noted that i n  the last three sys
tems Whi te set t les for a pawn centre wi th  
a pawn on d3 .  Yet ,  after 3 . . .  �d6 Whi te can 
go for a c lassical centre with c3 and d4. 
Th i s  i s  cons iderably more te t i ng for the 
second player. We shal l now exami ne how 
the 3 . . .  �d6 defence holds up .  

1 .e4 e5 VL\f3 lL\c6 3.�b5 �d6 
Back 's plan i s  straightforward . He in tends 
to p lay . . .  lLJf6, . . .  0-0, . . .  tle8, . . .  h6 on the 
k i ngside and centre, i n  combination wi th 
the tandard moves . . .  a6 ,  . . .  b5, . . .  �b7 on 
the queenside. Once th is  set -up i complete, 
B lack w i l l  make a crucial decis ion on how 
best to reposit ion the bishop on d6. 

Variat ion A - 4.c3 
Variation B - 4 .0-0 

Other cont inuation are less cri t ical : 
• 4.tt:\c3 tt:\f6 transpo es to the 4 . . .  �d6 
variation of the Span ish Four Kn ights. Play 
may cont inue: 5 .d3 a6 6.�a4 h6 7.h3 b5 
8 .�b3 �b7 9.a3 �c5 I 0.0-0 0-0 l l .tLld5 
tt:\d4 1 2 .tt:\xd4 �xd4 1 3 .c3 �a7 1 4.tt:\xf6+ 
�xf6=, Jonkman-Sokolov, Leeuwarden ch
NED 2002. Th is game i annotated in  SOS- 1 . 
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• 4.d3 a6 5 .�a4 b5 6.�b3 lLJf6 7 .c3 �b7 
8 .0-0 0-0 9 .tt:\bd2 h6 I O.lle I lle8 l l .tt:\f l  
�f8 1 2 .tt:\g3 tt:\a5 1 3 .�c2 c5=, Dol matov
Savel iev, Krasnoyarsk 2003 . 
• 4.d4 tt:\xd4 ( more accurate than 4 . . .  exd4 
5 .0-0) 5 .tt:\xd4 exd4 and now : 
- 6.'it'xd4 'it'e7 ! 7 . f4 ( 7 .'it'xg7?? .ie5 
8 .'it'g4 'it'b4+-+ ) 7 . . .  tt:\f6 8 .tt:\c3 c6 and 
B l ack equal i zes eas i ly. 
- 6.0-0 ! ?  'iff6 7 . f4 .ic5 8 .tt:\d2 tt:\e7 9.'ifh5 
with compensat ion .  

Variation A 

4.c3 
The move preferred by the B i I guer [ I ] .  
Whi te in tends t o  bu i ld  a c lassical centre 
wi th  moves l i ke d4, 0-0, lle l .  The ear ly 
4.c3 ( i nstead of 4 .0-0)  has the point  that  the 
bishop on b5 may return via a4 to c2 in one 
move instead of two (a4-b3-c2) .  However, 
the move is a lso a bit s low and al lows B lack 
the sharp response . . . f5 .  
4 . . .  a 6  5.�a4 
Others : 
- 5 .�xc6 dxc6 is a harm le s version of the 
Exchange Variat ion.  
- 5 .�c4 i s  okay, but annu ls  the poi nt  out
l i ned above . After 5 . . .  f6 6.0-0 (or 6.d3 ) 
6 . . .  b5 the bi hop is forced to b3, tran pos
ing to Variat ion B .  
- Stefan B Ucker poin t  t o  the i ntere t i ng 



move 5 .i.d3 !? .  Whi te prevents 5 . . .  f5 , wh i le  
t i l l  i ntending to p lay 0-0, i.c2, l:l.e I and d4. 

However, B lack has an exce l lent reply i n  
5 . . .  i.e7 ! 6 .i.c2 d 5 ,  equal iz ing comfortably. 
5 . . .  f5 ! 

g .t • "' K  
A A A  A A  

A "' .t  
A A  

� � 
� ttJ 

�� � � �� 
ll ttJ � 'iV w  jd_ 

This  f ine move i a proposal by Stefan 
BUcker. I t  may seem odd that B lack can 
afford such a sharp move i n  combination 
wi th the defen ive 3 . . .  i.d6, but the idea 
holds up wel l i n  analysis .  
The B i lguer [ I ]  give 5 . . .  b5, analy ing 
6.i.b3 lt:lf6 7 .0-0 to advantage for Whi te 
after both 7 . . .  lt:lxe4 (given an ! )  and 7 . . .  0-0. 
See Variat ion B. The B i lguer al o men
t ions 6 .i.c2 as a recommendat ion by Yon 
Bardeleben .  Th is  move is i ndeed stronger 
and i t  i the reason why I recommend 5 .. . f5 
rather than the natural 5 . . .  lt:lf6 to which th is  
l i ne may transpose . 
Surpris ingly, the natural development of 
B lack's  k i ngside knight wi th  5 . . .  lt:lf6? ! i s  
inaccurate. The poin t  i s  tha t  4 .c3 has  ena
bled Whi te to w i thdraw h i s  bi shop to c2 
gai n i ng an important tempo on Variat ion B 
be low. After 6.0-0 0-0 ( the 'Open Span ish '  
t reatment wi th  6 . . .  lt:lxe4 turns out to be too 
ri ky. After 7 .l:l.e I the compl ication are 
c learly in Whi te 's  favour. See 7 . . .  b5 8 .i.b3 ! 
- Stefan BUcker - 8 . . .  lt:lc5 9 .i.c2 lt:le6 I O.d4 
exd4 l l .cxd4 i.b4 1 2 .d5 ± )  7 JXe I l:te8 8 .d4 
b5 ( note that the attempt to w i n  pawn e4 
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by means of 8 . . .  exd4, fai l s  to 9 .i.xc6 dxc6 
I O .e5 and Whi te wins  a piece ) 
9 .i.c2 ! ( here the weaker cont inuat ion 
9.i.b3 transposes to B )  

i. .t K • 
A A  A A A  
"' .t  "' 

A A 
�� 

� ttJ 
�� � � �� 
l:i ttJ � 'iV l::t � 

the thematic cont i nuat ion is 9 . . .  i.b7, after 
which Whi te plays I O.lt:lbd2, when both 
I O . . .  h6 l l . h3 and I O . . .  ttb8 l l . h3 i.a8 
( l l . . .�e7 ! ?)  1 2 .a3 h6 transpose to posi
t ions from Variat ion B or Variat ion B3 ,  wi th 
the important d i fference that  White ha a 
u efu l  tempo (h3 )  extra. A l though B lack's 
posi t ion m ight st i l l  be tenable,  White must 
be sign i fican t ly  better. 
Therefore Stefan B Ucker and I have a lso 
invest igated the i n terest ing 9 . . .  a5 ! ?, a move 
wi th which B lack tries to gain counterplay 
and space on the queenside. S t i l l ,  on the 
whole Whi te w i l l  be able to gain an advan
tage, which i s  why I prefer 5 . . . f5 ! .  
6.d4 
This appear to be the only way for Whi te 
to fight for a mal l advantage . The al terna
t ives give B lack an easy game. 
• 6.exf5 e4 and now : 
- 7 .lt:ld4 h4 8 .i.c2 lt:lf6 9.d3 lt:lxd4 
I O.cxd4 exd3 l l .�xd3 0-0 equal . 
- 7 .W/e2 �e7 8 .lt:ld4 i.c5 9.�h5+ 'it;1f8 
I O.i.xc6 dxc6 1 1 .0-0 lt:lf6 1 2 .�h3 �e5 
with even chance . 
• 6.d3 fxe4 7 .dxe4 lt:lf6 8 .0-0 0-0 9.i.e3 
lt:lg4 
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and now : 
- I O.�g5 �e7 l l .�xe7 'i!Yxe7 1 2 .c4 d6 
I H::lc3 tLlf6 1 4 .h3 .Jte6 1 5 .tLld5 'iWd8=.  
- I O.c4 ! ?  tLld4 ! l l .�xd4 exd4 1 2 .h3 tLle5 
1 3 .tLlxd4 .Jtc5 1 4 .tLlc3 d6 1 5 .tLlce2 Wh8 
1 6.llc I 'iWh4 with fu l l  compensat ion for the 
pawn .  
6 . . .  exd4 
After 6 . . .  fxe4? !  7 .tLlxe5 tLlf6 Whi te has the 
strong move 8 .tLlg4 ! wh ich yie lds him the 
advantage. After 8 . . .  0-0 9 . .Jtc2 pawn e4 
becomes vu l nerab le .  
7.0-0 
An ambit ious al ternative i s  7 .exf5 ! ?  'i!Ye7+ 
8 .'1Pf l  tLlf6 9.cxd4 b6 ! (al o i nterest ing i s  
9 . . .  b5 ! ?  I O.�b3 �b7 l l .tLlc3 0-0-0 and 
now 1 2 .a4 or 1 2 .�g5 ) I O.tLlc3 (or I O .g3 
.Jtb7 l l .Wg2 0-0-0 1 2 .tLlc3 e8 unclear) 
I O  . . .  �b7 l l . h4 ! ?  ( l l ..Jtxc6? !  dxc6 ! )  
1 1  . . .  0-0-0 1 2  . .1lh3 .  Wh ite has obtained the 
double-edged pos i t ion he was look ing for. 
Objectively B lack can be sat i s fied si nce 
chances are rough ly  equal . 
7 . . .  fxe4 8.l:le1 tLlf6 
The safest cont i nuation. After 8 . . .  .Jte7? !  
Whi te obtai ns a p leasant edge : 9 . .1lxe4 f6 
I O . .lle I 0-0 l l .cxd4 ( harm less i s  I l .tLlxd4 
tLlxd4 1 2 .'iVxd4 dS 1 3  . .Jtg5 cS=)  l l  . . .  d5 
1 2  . .Jtxc6 bxc6 1 3 .tLle5 �b7 1 4 .�c2;!; . 
9. bd2 0-0 1 0. xe4 tLlxe4 1 1 .l:lxe4 
�e7 1 2 .tLlxd4 tLlxd4! 
This is  better than 1 2  . . . d5, after which White 
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maintains the in i t iative and a mal l  advantage 
wi th 1 3 .tLle6 .Jtxe6 ( 1 3  . . .  �d6? 1 4.�b3± ) 
1 4  . .1lxe6 'iVd7 I S  . .I:le2 �c5 1 6.�e3 .Jtxe3 
1 7  . .1lxe3;!; .  Whi te's bishop is stronger than 
Black's knight and pawn d5 i s  vulnerable. 
1 3.llxd4 
The exchange of the central pawns and the 
kn ights has resu l ted in a s impl ified posi 
t i on .  White st i l l  exerts some pressure, but 
wi th  accurate play B lack shou ld be able to 
hold the balance. In my opinion there are 
two good methods wi th  which B lack can 
steer towards equa l i ty. 

- 1 3  . . .  .Jtf6 1 4  . .Jtb3+ Wh8 I S  . .I:lf4 d6 
1 6  . .Jte3 .JteS 1 7  . .1lx f8+ �xf8 1 8 .�h5 g6 
1 9 .'iVh4 .Jtd7 20 . .1le l .lle8 . 
- 1 3  . . .  .Jtc5 1 4  . .Jtb3+ 'it>h8 1 5  . .1lf4 e8 ! 
( prevent. 1 6 .'iVh5 ) 1 6  . .1:lxf8+ 'iVxf8 1 7 .�e3 
�xe3 1 8 .fxe3 d6 1 9 .'fVh5 'fVe7 20 . .Jtc2 gS.  

Variation B 

4.0-0 
The strongest and most flex ib le move. 
White can fol low-up wi th a c lassical . et-up 
( .l:te I ,  c3 ,  d4), but harper l i nes with a d i rect 
d4 are at o an opt ion.  
4 . . .  a6 
Clearly best .  Khal i fman [ 5 ]  only mention 
the weak move 4 . . .  tLlf6?, which he refutes 
by 5 .d4 ! tL:lxe4 6 .  e2 f5 7 .dxe5 .JtcS (7 . . .  



lLlxe5? 8 .lLlxe5 �xeS 9 . f3 c6 I O.�d3+- ) 
8 .lLlbd2 ! lLlxd2 9 .�xd2 wi th  a c lear advan
tage for Whi te .  

5.�a4 
Here Whi te has two important a l ternat ives. 
• With 5 .�xc6 Whi te can go for the 
Exchange Variation, in which B lack has 
commi tted h imse lf  to the . . .  �d6 system.  
However th i s  i s  not  a big concern , s i nce th is  
part icu lar l i ne i s  current ly considered safe 
for B lack .  It is frequent ly being tested in  
h igh  level compet i t ion .  After 5 . . .  dxc6 6.d4 
exd4 7. xd4 f6 play u ual ly goes 8 .�e3 
lLle7 9 .lLlbd2 �e6 and now : 
- I O.�c3 lLlg6 l l .lLld4 e7 1 2 .lLlxe6 
�xe6 1 3 .�b3 �xb3 1 4 .axb3 0-0-0 
I S .llfd I wi th  a smal l edge for White .  
- I O.J:lad I lLlg6 l l .lLlc4 �xc4 1 2 . xc4 

e7 1 3 .J:lfe l 0-0-0 wi th  balanced chance . 
• 5 .�c4 ! ? is we l l  worth consideri ng. After 
5 . . .  b5?! 6 .�d5 lLlge7 7 .d4 exd4 8 .lLlg5 
White obta in good chances. Better is 5 . . .  
lLlf6. Now 6.J:le I b 5  7 .�b3 transposes t o  the 
mai n l i ne, whi le  after 6.d3 B lack can play 
6 . . .  �c5 wi th  an I ta l ian Game. More inter
est ing is 6.d4 0-0 7 .lle l b5 8 .�d3( ! )  J:le8 
9.c3 �b7 .  The Span i h bi  hop has arrived 
at square d3 in tead of b3. This possibi l i ty 
presents an argument i n  favour of the move 
order 3 . . .  a6 4.�a4 and only now 4 . . .  �d6. 
5 . . .  b5 
This move is es entia] in B lack'  plans, o it 
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i s  be t to play it right now. Otherwise White 
can play c3, preparing the retreat of �a4 to 
square c2. I ndeed 5 . . .  lLlf6? ! is already inaccu
rate since 6.c3 ! transposes to 4.c3 a6 5.�a4 
lLlf6 a l i ne that I consider inferior. 
6.�b3 tlJf6 
It is a! o perfect ly  sound to play 6 . . .  �b7 
fi rst .  Both 7 .c3 lLlf6 and 7 .d3 lLlf6 transpose 
to po i t ions examined be low. 

7.c3 
By transposi t ion we have reached a posi 
t ion exami ned b y  the B i lguer [ I ]  and ECO 
[ 4 ] .  Whi te 's  plan is to apply the Span i sh 
Torture by estab l i sh ing the clas ical pawn 
centre supported by J:te I and lLlbd2 . Other 
cont inuat ions: 
• 7.d3 i s  too t imid to chal lenge the val id
i ty of the Mayet Defence. evertheless the 
cont inuation i s  of theoretical re levance . 
After 7 . . .  �b7 ( B lack can also de lay th is  
by playing 7 . . .  0-0) we have reached a po. i 
t ion from the  Arkhangelsk Variation : I .e4 
e5 2 .lLlf3 lLlc6 3 .�b5 a6 4.�a4 lLlf6 5 .0-0 
b5 6.�b3 �b7 7 .d3 �d6. The last move 
7 . . .  �d6 ! ? gained recogni t ion when the 
Ukrai n ian GM V ladim i r  Malan iuk  played 
i t  succes fu l ly  around 1 990. Nowaday 
thi i s  main l i ne theory, frequent ly tested 
in tournament practice. Play may go: 8 .a3 
0-0 9.lLlc3 h6 I O.�e3 ( Whi te ha a lso tried 
I O.lle I I O .h3 ,  I O.lLle2 and I O.�a2) I 0 . . .  
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tt:lg4 l l .�d2 �c5 1 2 .�d5 ( 1 2 .tt:ld5 ! ?) 1 2  . . .  
d 6  1 3 .b4 �b6 1 4 .�b3 tt:le7 w i t h  equal 
chances in l narkiev-Vasquez, Linares 2003 . 
• 7 .J:re l 0-0 8 .d4 i..b7 .  Now 9.c3 trans
poses to the main l i ne .  Kononenko-Tarlev, 
Kharkov 2007 , took an orig ina l  course: 
9.c4 ! ?  �b4 (9 . . .  tt:lxd4 i s  a lso playable)  
I O .dxe5 tt:lg4 l l .i..g5 i..xe l ? ! (courageous; 
l l . . .  f!t'e8 equal i zes) 1 2 .�xd8 �xf2+ 
1 3 .c;t>h l l:taxd8 1 4 .h3 tt:lgxe5 1 5 .cxb5 axb5 . 
White won i n  56 moves. 
• 7.d4 �b7 8 .dxe5 ! ?  ( 8 .c3 0-0 see main 
l i ne)  8 . . .  tt:lxe5 9.tt:lxe5 �xe5 I O. f4 �d6 
l l .e5 Ac5+ 1 2 .c;t>h l tt:le4 1 3 .f!t'e l f!t'e7 
1 4.tt:ld2 tt:lxd2 1 5 .i..xd2 0-0-0 1 6.a4 f6 with 
sharp play and balanced chances. 
7 . . .  0-0 
The B i lguer [ I ]  and ECO [4 ]  consider 7 . . .  
tt:lxe4 a s  good (or a bad ! )  a s  the text-move. 
The B i lguer even a signs an exclamation 
mark to 7 . . . tt:lxe4. However, the tact ics are 
clearly in White's favour: 8 .l:te l (a lso very 
strong is 8 .d4±)  8 . . .  tt:lc5 (equal ly i nsufficient 
are 8 . .  .f5 9 .d4 and 8 . . .  tt:lf6 9.d4 e4 I O.tt:lbd2) 
9.Ac2 tt:le6 1 0.d4 exd4 l l .cxd4 �b4 1 2 .d5± .  
A val id a l ternat ive to  t he  text move i s  7 . . .  
�b7 .  I t  shou ld transpose to  t he  main l i ne 
after 8 .d4 0-0. 

8.d4 
Or 8.l:te l .  ECO [ 4 ]  stop here and as es es 
the posi t ion as ±,  referri ng to the B i lguer 
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[ I ] . There we find the fol lowing l i ne :  8 . . .  l:te8 
9.tt:lg5 lle7 I O. f4 with a dangerou attack 
both after I O  . . .  exf4 and I O  . . .  h6. However, 
B lack shou ld play instead 8 . . .�b7 ! .  After 
9.d4 h6 I O.tt:lbd2 l:te8 we reach the main l i ne. 
Moves l i ke 8.d3, 8 .a4 and 8 .f!t'e2 are play
able but pose no part icu lar threat to B lack .  
8 . . .  �b7 
B lack hou ld avoid the trap 8 . . .  tt:lxe4?? 
9 .i..d5 ! tt:lf6 I O.�xc6 dxc6 l l .dxe5 and 
Whi te w ins  a piece. 
9.tt:lbd2 h6 
A usefu l precaut ion.  Before playing . . .  l:te8 
B lack takes away square g5 from Whi te'  
kn ight and bishop. The odd alternat ive 
9 . . .  f!t'b8? !  most l i ke ly transpose to a dubi
ous l i ne from B3 after I O.Ac2 l:te8 l l .l:te I 
h6 1 2 .h3 .  
1 O.l:te1 
Sharp compl icat ions can arise from 
I O .dxe5 ! ?  AxeS I I .tt:lxe5 tt:lxe5 1 2 . f4 tt:leg4 
1 3 ."�Ve2 c5 ! .  It appears that B lack is okay : 
1 4 .h3 c4 1 5 .hxg4 cxb3 1 6.e5 l:te8 equal ; 
or 1 4 .�c2 c4 1 5 .tt:lf3 lle8 1 6 .h3 tt:lxe4 ! 
1 7  . hxg4 tt:lxc3 1 8 .f!t'f2 lte2 unclear. 
1 0  . . .  l:te8 
Black has completed h is  development and 
i s  now ready to retreat his bi hop from d6 
to f8. 

1 1 .�c2! 
With th is  move Whi te strengthen pawn e4 
and ind irect ly d iscourages B lack's in tended 



bishop retreat . The importance can be seen 
in the next variation : 
• l l . h3 i.f8 1 2 .li.Jxe5 li.Jxe5 1 3 .dxe5 
l:txe5 . Now the in tended move 1 4 .li.Jf3 is 
not feasible si nce pawn e4 i insuffic ient ly 
protected. Hence White plays 1 4 .i.c2, but 
after 14 . . .  d6 B lack i s  okay. 
• l l .d5 li.Je7 1 2 .li.Jf l i s  comfortably met 
by 1 2  . . .  c6 (al o good i 1 2  . . .  li.Jg6) 1 3 .dxc6 
dxc6 1 4 .li.Jh4 c5 1 5 .'i!Yf3 c4 1 6 .i.c2=.  
• I l .a4 i.f8 1 2 .h3 d6 1 3 .i.c2 exd4 1 4 .cxd4 
li.Jb4 1 5 .�b l  c5 1 6 .d5 g6 1 7 .li.Jf l i.g7 =. A 
classical Span ish posi t ion i n  wh ich B lack 
has good counterplay. Chances are equal . 
Drawn i n  29 moves, Gueci -Ostrowsk i ,  cor
respondence game 2008. 

After the text-move ( l l .�c2) we have 
reached a key posi t ion for the 3 . . .  �d6 Span
ish. The posi t ion can be reached by numer
ous move orders . It has been tested in a smal l 
number of correspondence games. Now that 
both sides have completed their develop
ment, the mai n issue to be resolved is the 
reposi t ioning of the bi shop on d6. B lack has 
the choice between three strategie : 
I .  to retreat the bi shop to f8 ; 
2. to exchange pawns i n  the centre ;  
3 .  to  postpone a decis ion,  wai t i ng to see 
how Whi te resolves the central tension, 
e i ther by advanc ing the d-pawn to d5 or by 
exchangi ng i t  on e5 .  We examine :  

.i 
.t .t. .t. 

.t. 

The Mayet Defence 

Variation B I - l l  . . .  �f8 
Variation B2 - l l  . . .  exd4 
Variation B3 - l l  . . .  l:tb8 

Variation 81 

1 1  .. . �f8 
With th is  bishop retreat B lack signal h i s  
w i l i ngness to transform the  posi t ion to  a 
classical variation by fol lowing up wi th 
. . .  d6 .  However, as we sha l l  ee the move 
comes down to an exchange sacrifice, the 
value of which can be disputed. 
1 2 .li.Jxe5 
The right way for Whi te to take advantage . 
After 1 2 .h3 d6 1 3 .a3 we wou ld reach a 
posi t ion from the Smyslov/Zaitsev/Fiohr 
Variation ( ECO code C93 )  with balanced 
chances. Note that in tead of the text -move 
( 1 2 .li.Jxe5 ) , the capture 1 2 .dxe5(? )  i i nac
curate si nce i t  al lows the good reply 1 2  . . .  
li.Jg4 !  e .g .  1 3 .li.Jb3 li.Jgxe5 1 4 .li.Jxe5 li.Jxe5= .  
1 2  . . .  li.Jxe5 1 3.dxe5 l:txe5 1 4.li.Jf3 

i. 
.t .t. .t. 

.t. 

1 4  . . .  l:txe4 
This  exchange sacri fice i the poin t  of 
B lack 's play. I t  i s  al  o forced, because i f  the 
rook would retreat then Whi te ha 1 5 .e5± 
wi th a domi nat ing pos i t ion .  
1 5.�xe4 tt:lxe4 
Weaker is 1 5  . . .  i.xe4 becau e of 1 6 .li.Je5 . 
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Maurits Wind 

After the textmove we have reached an 
important po i t ion .  B lack has sacrificed 
the exchange, for which he has obtained 
fai r  compensat ion in the form of a pawn ,  
the bishop pair and act iv i ty. Whether th is  
i s  rea l ly  sufficient i s  d i fficu l t  to say. In  
the databases I found four correspondence 
games reaching th is  posi t ion .  Whi te scored 
+ I  =3 -0. 
1 6  . .Q.f4 
The 2008 correspondence game Germann
Sueess went :  1 6  . .Q.e3 .Q.d6 ( 1 6 . . .  c5 ! ?) 1 7 .a4 
( 1 7 .tLid4 �h4 1 8 .h3 )  1 7  . .  . b4 1 8 .�c2 l:tc8 
1 9  . .Q.d4 tLig5 20.tLid2 tL\e6 2 1 .tLie4 .Q.f8 
22 .llad I d5;!;,  draw in 34. Other rea onable 
moves are 1 6.tLid4 and 1 6.a4.  
1 6  . . .  llc8 
An al ternative i s  1 6  . . .  d5 1 7  .tLid2 tL\c5 
1 8 .tLib3 tLie6. 
1 7.tt:ld4 �f6 1 8.�g4 c5 1 9.tt:lf3 c4 
20 • .Q.e3 �e6 2U i'xe6 dxe6 22.l:ted1 
.Q.d5 23.tt:le5 l:tc7 
White i s  sti l l  better, but B lack's  posi t ion 
i s  res i l ient .  Tombette-Daemen, correspon
dence game 2008 was drawn in  48 moves. 

Variation 82 

1 1  .. . exd4 
In my opin ion th is  i s  a sound move, worth 
test i ng in practice. 
1 2.cxd4 .Q.f8 
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The pawn exchange has left White in con
trol of the centre .  However, if he plays 
low then B lack w i l l  obta in  counterp lay by 

attack ing the centre wi th  . . .  c5 . For example: 
1 3 .a3 d6 1 4 .h3 tLie7 I s_ttjf l  tt:lg6 1 6 .tt:lg3 
c5 1 7  .d5 tL\d7 1 8 .tt:lf5 tLide5 1 9  . .Q.d2 .Q.c8 
and Whi te has on ly a smal l edge. 
1 3.e5 ! ?  
A sharp advance . Whi te obtai ns square e4 
p lus chance along b l -h7, but B lack get 
square d5 for h is  kn ight and the chance to 
attack the centre wi th . . .  d6. The other cen
tral advance i a lso of in terest .  1 3 .d5 ! ?  tLia5 
1 4 .h3 l:lc8 1 5 .a3 c5 1 6 .b3 g6 1 7  . .Q.b2 .Q.g7 
1 8 .llc l d6 1 9  . .Q.b l �h7 wi th a tense posi 
t ion .  Whi te i s  s l ight ly better. 
1 3  . . .  tt:ld5 1 4  . .Q.e4 tt:lb6 1 5.a3 
White in tends to play �c2 and fir t takes 
control over square b4. Another possib i l 
i ty i 1 5 .b3 llb8 ! 16  . .Q.b2 tt:le7 1 7  . .Q.xb7 (or 
1 7Jk I .Q.xe4 1 8 .tt:lxe4 tLied5 1 9 .g3 d6;!; )  
1 7  . . .  llxb7 1 8 .tLie4 tLied5 1 9 .g3 ( i dea: tLih4) 
1 9  . . .  .Q.e7 fol lowed by . . .  d6. White is l ight ly 
better. 
1 5  . . .  �c8 
There are ot)ler defensive set -ups that are 
worth consideri ng:  
- 1 5  . . .  d6 1 6 .�c2 �d7 1 7  . .Q.h7+ �h8 
1 8  . .Q.f5 d8 1 9 .b3 tLie7;!; . 
- 1 5  . . .  llb8 1 6 .�c2 �c8 1 7  . .Q.h7+ �h8 
1 8  . .Q.f5 tLie7 1 9  . .Q.g4 .Q.d5;!; . 
1 6  . .Q.b1 
With the idea of bri nging the bishop to a2. 
After 1 6 . c2 tLid8 White has l i t t le .  
16 . . .  d6 1 7.�c2 g6 1 8.tt:le4 .Q.g7 
1 9  . .Q.a2 tt:leH 
We have reached a tense and i nterest ing 
middle game po i t ion,  i n  which Whi te 
holds the sl ighty better chances. 

Variation 83 

1 1  .. . l:l.b8! ?  
A emi-usefu l  wai t i ng move. B lack main-



tains the central tension and wants to see 
what White w i l l  do. Obv iously there are 
im i lar wai t ing moves B lack may consider. 

The main problem is to give them mean i ng 
i f  White fol lows su i t  by playing another 
preparatory move . For example: 
- l l . . .�c8? ! .  Hoping for 1 2 .h3 ,  when 1 2  . . .  
exd4 1 3 .cxd4 �f8 1 4.e5 li:ld5 1 5 .�e4 tt:lce7 
i s  i nterest i ng .  However after 1 2 .a3( ! )  I fai l  
t o  see a good fol low-up for B lack .  
- l l  . . .  �b8? ! .  The 2008 correspondence 
game Khachaturov-Ostrowski went 1 2 .a3 
�f8 1 3 .tt:lxe5 tt:lxe5 1 4 .dxe5 l:lxe5 1 5 .tt:lf3 
J:!.xe4 1 6 .�xe4 �xe4 wi th play s imi lar to 
that in B I .  Better m jght be 1 2 .h3( ! ) , e .g .  
1 2 . . .�a7? ! ( 1 2  . . .  a5? !  1 3 .a4 ! )  1 3 .tt:lb3 . 
B lack has ach ieved noth ing wi th h is  odd 
manoeuvres, si nce the intended l i ne 1 3  . . .  
exd4 1 4 .cxd4 tt:lb4 1 5 .d5 tt:lxc2 1 6 .�xc2 
- while achiev ing the des ired exchange of 
kn ight versus l ight-squared bishop - clearly 
favours Whi te .  

1 2.h3 
The main al ternat ive is  1 2 .a3 . One opt ion 
for B lack i s  to play 1 2  . . .  �f8. More interest
ing i the cont inuation 1 2  . . .  �a8 ! ?, and now : 
- 1 3 .b4 a5 (a good move to prepare th is  
pawn advance i s  1 3  . . .  'iYc8 ) 1 4 .bxa5 tt:lxa5 
1 5 .tt:lxe5 �xeS 1 6 .dxe5 l:lxe5 1 7 . f4 l:le8 
1 8 .a4 'iYe7 1 9 .axb5 �c5+ 20.Wh I ;!;  Zie
l i nsk i - Frenze l ,  correspondence game 2006. 

The Mayet Defence 

- 1 3 .h3 �f8 (other cont inuations l i ke 
1 3  . . .  �c8? !  are too low )  1 4 .dxe5 tt:lxe5 
1 5 .tt:lxe5 .rixe5 1 6.tt:lf3 l:lxe4 1 7 .�xe4 
tt:lxe4 1 8 .�e3 c5 .  The pos i t ion is s imi lar to 
tho e d iscu sed i n  B I .  B l ack 's  chances may 
have improved, due to the fact that h i  rook 
has access to square b6 and from there to 
the k i ngside ( f6 or g6). 
12 .. .  exd4 1 3.cxd4 �f8 1 4.e5 tt:\d5 

1 5.tt:lf1 ! ?  
After the logical move 1 5 .�e4 w e  see a 
key-point  of l l  . .  .llb8, the bi shop on b7 i s  
protected by the rook. Play goes 1 5  . . .  tt:lb6 
1 6 .a3 tt:le7 1 7 .�xb7 l:lxb7 1 8 .tt:le4 tt:led5 ;!; . 
B lack has firm control over square d5 and 
he w i l l  soon fol low up wi th . . .  d6. 
1 5  ... d6 1 6.�d3 g6 1 7.e6 f5 1 8.�d2 
�e7 
We have reached a rich and compl icated 
posi t ion,  wi th chances for both ides. 

Final Thoughts 
It eem to me that Rybka's fi rst impression 
was right :  the Mayet Defence 3 . . .  �d6 in 
the Span ish Game i i ndeed much tronger 
than its poor reputation sugge t . After 4.c3 
a6 5 .�a4 B lack has an excel lent response : 
5 . . .  f5 ! .  The main l i ne posi t ions a.ri ing from 
4.0-0 are in terest ing and playable, i n  part ic
u lar the l i ne l l  . . .  exd4 1 2 .cxd4 �f8 exam
i ned i n  B2 .  
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Maurits Wind 

White has a lot of opt ions to con ider i n  this 
openi ng, e .g .  whether to play d3 and a4, or 
go for a classical centre wi th c3 and d4. In 
the latter case there are i ssues whether to 
exchange pawns on e5 ; or to close the cen
tre wi th d5 ; or to go for the standard knight 
manoeuvre lLld2-f l -g3 .  On the other hand 
B lack's  play i fai rly  straightforward, mak
ing this an easy to learn system that can be 
employed as a urpri se weapon in tourna
ment p lay. 
I n  th is  art icle I have focused on . . .  �d6 at 
move three. S i nce B lack's plan i nvolve 
standard moves l i ke a6, b5 and lLlf6, other 
move orders can be considered. The varia
t ion 3 . . .  a6 4.�a4 �d6 comes to mind .  This 
i s  at least equ ivalent to 3 . . .  �d6, and perhaps 
s l ight ly more accurate ; thi way one side
steps poss ib i l i t ies l i ke 5 .�xc6 and 5 .�c4 
in B .  Furthermore one may take the Arch-
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angelsk Variation 3 . . .  a6 4.�a4 lLlf6 5 .0-0 b5 
6.i..b3 �b7 as a start ing poi nt .  Th i s  move 
order a l lows one to defer . . .  i..d6 to move 5 ,  
6 or 7 .  Of cour e th is  wou ld poi l  the  sur
prise factor a b i t .  
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CHAPTER 1 0  

Arthur Kogan 

E nglish Opening :  Early I nspiration 

1 .c4 e5 2 .a3 ! ?  

When you urpri . e your opponent wi th  a 
semi -usefu l  move l i ke 2 .a3 i t  means offer
i ng h im a world of choice . I t  is poi n t le  , 
t hen to t ry and cover every possible reply. 
I ndeed, our choice was to avoid theory, 
not to remember i t !  However, I do want 
to i nspire you and l i ke to present you wi th  
three annotated games. 

0 Manuel Bosboom 
• Loek van Wely 

Wijk aan Zee Blitz 1999 

1 .c4 e5 2.a3 ! ?  
Get t ing away from the mai n l i nes a s  soon 
a possible .  This l i t t le  pawn move has obv i -

ous  meri ts though . I ndeed, i t  i s  possib le 
that you end up i n  a S ic i l ian a tempo up!  
In the S ic i l ian . . .  a6 i s  almost always a use
fu l move, and in the Engl ish Opening th i s  
holds t rue as we l l .  Whi te prepares b4 and 
prevents . . .  tt:lb4 and . . .  �b4. At the same 
t ime, Whi te i s  employing the cycl is t ' s  t rat
egy of 'sur p lace ' :  he i s  wai t ing for B lack 
to make the first ' move ' ,  to then respond i n  
the proper way. I n terest i ng ly, the move 2 .a3 
wa u ed from t ime to t ime that past gen 
ius Adolph Anderssen (even ver u Mor
phy ! ) . Later Leko played it ( hoping for h i s  
Taimanov or Pau l sen S ic i l ian wi th  an extra 
tempo ! ), and even more aggressive players 
l i ke Ve l im i rov ich, Gal k i n  and Carl sen ! 
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Arthur  Kogan 

Please note that 2 .lLlc3 lLlf6 3 .lLlf3 lLlc6 4.a3 
was covered by M i kha i l Gurevich i n  SOS-3 
(Chapter 1 7 , p. l 3 1 ) . 
2 . . •  tt::lf6 
Thi s  is the most common answer, and i t  
makes i t  easier for Whi te to imagine that 
he i s  play ing a Sic i l ian a tempo up! I w i l l  
main ly  give examples wi thout a kn ight on 
f3 , but you cou ld a lso use th i s  chapter in 
combination wi th  the art ic le of Gurevich i n  
SOS-3.  
2 . . .  lLlc6 3 . b4 (after 3 .lLlc3 play cou ld trans
pose to an open (or closed) S ic i l ian with a3 
added - so no more Rosso l imo Variat ion 
for example ! )  3 . . .  f5 4 .�b2 d6 5 .g3 ( 5 .e3)  
5 . . .  lLlf6 6.�g2 g5?!  7 .d4? ! ( not the best, 
after 7 .lLlf3 g4 8 .lLlh4 the posi t ion looks 
dubious for B lack)  7 . . .  lLlxd4 8 .�xd4 exd4 
9.lLlf3 �g7 I O.lLlxg5 c5 ( I  O . . .  d5 ! )  l l .lLld2 
0-0 1 2 .0-0 and Whi te was l ight ly better i n  
Gal k in-Wi nants, playchess. com 2007 . 
3.e3 
Played i n  Pau lsen style.  
3.d3 ! ?  was later played by 2.a3 expert 8os
boom: 3 . . .  d5 4.cxd5 lLlxd5 5 .lLlf3 �d6 6.g3 
0-0 7 .�g2 aS 8 .0-0 c6 9.b3 f6 I O.�b2 �e6 
l l .lLlbd2 c5 1 2 .e3 c6 1 3 .l:tc I l:tc8 1 4.lLle4 
b6 1 5 .d4 cxd4 1 6 .exd4 lLlxd4 1 7  .�xd4 
l:txc l 1 8 .1'ixc l exd4 1 9 . c6 lLlc3 20. xd4 
and B lack resigned in Bosboom-Pi lgaard, 
Kemer 2007 . 
A few examples after 3.lLlc3: 
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• 3 . . .  lLlc6 4.e3 d5 5 .cxd5 lLlxd5 6.lLlf3 
�g4 7 .�e2 ( 7 .1'ia4) 7 . . .  lLlxc3 8 .bxc3 f5 
9.d4 e4 I O.tt::ld2 �xe2 l l .'it'xe2 a6 1 2 .0-0 
�d6 1 3 .1'ih5+ g6 1 4 .1'ih6 and Whi te held 
the i n i t iat ive in the old game Tarrasch-Men
de lsohn ,  Breslau 1 879. 
• 3 . . .  g6 4.d4 ! ? . J ust l i ke i n  the S ic i l ian th is  
move grabs the i n i t i at ive !  (4 .g3 d5 5 .cxd5 
lLlxd5 6.�g2 lLle7 7.d3 �g7 8 .h4 h6 9.lLlf3 
tt::lbc6 I O.�d2 b6 1 1 .0-0 �b7 1 2 .b4;!:; ,  
Vel im i rovic-Todorovic, Obrenovac 2008; 
4 .lLlf3 lLlc6 5 .g3 �g7 6.�g2 0-0 7 .0-0 d6 
8 .b4 lLld4 9.�b2 c6 I O.d3 J:re8 l l .lLld2 �e6 
1 2 .e3;!:; ,  Carl sen-Eljanov, Moscow WCh 
B l i tz 20 1 0) 4 . . .  exd4 5.'�xd4 �g7 (5 . . .  
lLlc6 6.1'ie3+ e 7  7 .lLld5;!:; )  6.  e3+ ! <J;f8 
(6 .. .'ife7 7 .1'fxe7+ <JJxe7 8 .�g5 favours 
Whi te )  7 .1'id3 ( 7 .g3;!:;)  7 . . .  lLlc6 8 .lLlf3 d6 
9.e4 h6 I O.�e2 �g4 l l .�e3;!:; Vel im i rovic
Todorov ic, U lc i nj 1 997.  
• 3 . . .  c6 4.lLlf3 (4 .d4 ! i s  a lso good ) 4 . . .  e4 
5 .lLld4 d5 6.cxd5 �b6 7 .e3 cxd5 8 .d3 lLlc6 
9.lLlxc6 bxc6 I O.dxe4 dxe4 I I . c2 �f5 
1 2 .�e2 �d6 1 3 .g4 !  �g6 and now 1 4 .�d2 ! 
( an improvement over 1 4 .g5 d7 1 5 .lLlxe4 
0-0 1 6 . a4 �e5 and B lack had compen
sat ion i n  Eljanov- Kalugin ,  A l ushta 2000) 
1 4  . . .  0-0 ( 1 4 . . .  I:!.b8 1 5 .lLla4 'ffc7 1 6 .J:!.c l ;!:; )  
1 5 .h4 w i t h  an attack.  
• 3 . . .  c5 4.g3 ( for 4.e3 or 4.e4 see my com
ment to the game Kacheishv i l i -Macieja) 
4 . . .  �e7 5 .�g2 0-0 6.lLlf3 c6 7 .0-0 d6 8 .d3 
h6 9.lLld2 �e6 I O.lLld5 d7 l l .b4 cxb4 
1 2 .l:tb l  bxa3 1 3 .lLlxe7+ xe7 1 4 .�xa3 
with n ice Volga- l i ke compensat ion .  Ve l im
i rov ic-Vajda, Herceg Novi 2007 . 
• 3 . . .  d5 4.cxd5 lLlxd5 . Thi is exact ly what 
White wants by playing 2 .a3 : an open S ic i l 
ian wi th  tempo up !  ow just choo e your 
favourite open S ic i l ian l i ne .  
- For example :  the most pri ncipled way to 
fight for a qu ick edge is perhaps 5 .e4, which 
makes ense a . . .  lLlb4 i s  impos ib le !  5 . . .  

b 6  ( 5 . . .  f4 6.d4 ! )  6 .  f3 �g4 7 . h 3  �xf3 



8 .�xf3 �e7 9.�b5+ !  c6 I O.�e2 0-0 1 1 .0-0 
c5 1 2 .a4 tLlc6 1 3 .a5 tLld4 1 4 .�g3 tLld7 
1 5 .�c4, Schmidt-Schu lz ,  Hamburg 2002. 
- 5 .tLlf3 tLlc6 6.d3 (6.e4 and 6.�c2 ! ?  are 
covered by Gurevich in SOS-3) .  The super 
popu lar Najdorf or Dragon Variat ions 
rever ed wi th a tempo up can ' t  be bad, 
right? 6 . . .�e7 7 .g3 0-0 8 .�g2 �e6 9.0-0 
'it,;>h8 I O.�d2 f5 l l ..t'tc l �f6 1 2 .tLla4 �e7 
1 3 .tLlc5 (White holds the i n i t iat ive) 1 3  . . .  e4 
1 4 .dxe4 fxe4 1 5 .tLlg5 �g8 1 6 .tLlgxe4 �xb2 
1 7  . .ttb l  �xa3 1 8 .�g5 �f7 1 9.tLlxb7 �e7 
20.�xe7 tLldxe7 2 1 .  d7±, Leko-Fontai ne, 
Spain 1 995 .  
- 5 .e3 �e6 6.tLlf3 �d6 7 .�e2 ( 7 .d4 ! )  
7 . . .0-0 8 .0-0 ( 8 .d4 tLlxc3 9 .bxc3 e4 I O.tLld2 
f5 l l . f4 ! ?  g5? !  - l l  . . .  �h4+ 1 2 .g3 �h3 
1 3 .�f l h6 1 4 .c4 c6 unclear, Anders
sen-Morphy, Paris 1 858  - 1 2 .�c4 �xc4 
1 3 .tLlxc4 gxf4 1 4 .exf4 'i!Ve8 1 5 .0-0;!; �c6 
1 6.�b3 �d5 1 7  . .t'tb l ;!; , Anderssen-Mor
phy, Paris 1 858)  8 . . .  tLlxc3 9 .bxc3 f5 I O.d4 
e4 l l .tLld2 tif6 1 2 .f4 l:lh6 1 3 .g3 tLld7 
1 4 . c4 �xc4 1 5 .�xc4+ 'it,;>h8 1 6  . .t'ta2 �e7 
1 7  .a4 tLlf6 1 8 .'i!Vb3 b6 1 9 .�e6 was played i n  
one of  t he  first games of a l l  t ime w i t h  2 .a3 
between two legendary players. Whi te later 
won i n  Anderssen-Morphy, Paris 1 858 .  
- 5 .g3 i s  a ' Dragon ' .  
3 . . .  c6 4.tl:lf3 
4.d4 is a lso logica l .  Th i is an Alapin 
Rever ed,  of course . 4 . . .  exd4 5 .'ilfxd4 
( 5 .exd4 d5 6.tLlf3 is a lso playable. Whi te 
a im for an i solated pawn posi t ion where 
a3 is usefu l )  5 . . .  d5 6.tLlf3 �e7 (6 . . .�d6 
7 .tLlc3 dxc4 8 .�xc4 0-0 9.e4? ! - 9.0-0 i s  
more promisi ng - 9 . . .  �c7 1 0. xd8  lhd8 
l l .tLlg5? ! - 1 1 .0-0 �g4 1 2 .�e3 wa equal 
l l  . .  .l:tf8 1 2 .f4 h6 1 3 .tLlx f7 .t'tx f7 1 4 .e5 tLlfd7 
1 5 .�e3 f8 1 6.�xf7+ 'it,;>xf7 and by now 
B lack was l ight ly better in Bosboom-Tiv
iakov, H i l ver urn 2007 ) 7 .  c3 0-0 8 .cxd5 
cxd5 9.�e2 c6 I O.�d3 �g4 1 1 .0-0 �d7 
1 2 .b3 l:Hd8 1 3 .�b2 �f5 1 4 . d I d4 ( B lack 

Engl ish Opening :  Ear ly I nspiration 

has complete ly equa l ized) 1 5 .exd4 draw, 
Galk in -AI  i na, Lugo 2009.  
4 . . .  e4 5 .tl:ld4 d5 6.cxd5 cxd5 7 .d3 

And here we are i n  a S ic i l ian Alapi n 
reversed, where a3 is very usefu l .  
7 . . .  a6! ?  
I t  eem that Van Wely i s  now maki ng a 
smal l joke by return ing the tempo. He pre
pares . . .  �d6 and does not want to be dis
turbed by tLlb5.  
- 7 . . .  �c5 i a better opt ion, but  Whi te 
can st i l l  look forward to typical ly com
plex play after 8 .tLlc3 ( 8 .dxe4 dxe4 9.�e2; 
8 .tLlb3 �d6 9.tLlc3,  pre s ing the centre )  
8 . . .0-0 9.�e2 Wie7 I 0.0-0 .ttd8 l l .b4 �xd4 
1 2 .exd4 tLlc6 1 3 .�e3 �f5 1 4 .dxe4 ( 1 4 .l:le I )  
1 4  . . .  dxe4 1 5 . d2 Wie6 ( 1 5 . . .�e6 1 6 . f3 )  
1 6  . .tt fd I tLle7 ,  M i lov-Godena, Cannes 
2006. Now instead of 1 7  .�g5 White cou ld 
improve wi th 1 7 .d5 ! tLlfxd5 ( 1 7 . . .  �d7 
1 8 .d6) 1 8 .�c4 �g4 1 9 .tLlxd5 �xd I 
20.llxd I tLlxd5 2 1 .�xd5 f5 22.Wia2 .t'td7 
23 .h3 ! tiad8 ( 23 . . .  h5 24 . .t'td4) 24.g4 Wif3 
25 .lld4 xh3 26 . .tt xe4±.  
- 7 . . .  tLlc6 8 .tLlxc6 bxc6 9.Wic2 �d7 
I O.tLld2 exd3 l l .�xd3 Camacho Cal le
Franco Ocampos, Dos Hermanas 2004. 
- 7 . . .�e7 8 .tLlc3 0-0 9 .�e2 tLlbd7 I O.tLlf5 ! ?  
( I  O.dxe4 dxe4 1 1 .0-0;!; ) I O . . .  exd3 l l .�xd3 
�c5 1 2 . a4 g6 1 3 . b4 !  �b6 1 4 .tLlxb6 xb6 
1 5 .tLld4 �g4 1 6 .Wib3 ( 1 6 .  e2) 1 6  . . .  llc8 
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1 7 .0-0 tt:\c4 1 8 .h3 with unc lear play m 

Shlegin-Shukh,  Saratov 2009. 
8.tt:lc3 �d6 9.dxe4 dxe4 1 o.�e2 
I O.'t!Vc2 0-0 ! l l .tt:lxe4 tt:\xe4 1 2 .'t!Vxe4 l:Ie8 
1 3 .'t!Vc2 w i l l  leave B lack wi th  attack i ng 
chances for the pawn ,  and Bosboom clearly 
prefers to attack ! 
1 0  . • .  0-0 

1 1 .g4! 
A very ambit ious and risky way to fight for 
the centre ! A perfect Bosboom plan,  cer
tai n ly  i n  a b l i tz  game l i ke th i s !  
1 1  . . .  r.le8 1 2.g5 tbfd7 1 3.h4! 
Now Black shou ld sacrifice the e-pawn for 
some compensat ion, otherwise, having his 
k ing safe in the centre, White might even play 
i..f l , i..g2 and �c2 and win it for nothing . . .  
1 3  . . .  tbc5 1 4.b4 tbd3+! 
1 4  . . .  tt:\e6 1 5 .tt:lf5 ( not 1 5 .tt:\xe4? ! i..e5 
1 6 .i..b2 tt:lxd4 1 7  .exd4 i..f4) 1 5  . . .  i..e5 
1 6 .�b2 wi th the better chances. 
1 5.�xd3 exd3 1 6.1\Yxd3 �e5! 
Black ure ly has some compen ation for 
the pawn,  but he shou ld be very concrete, 
i nce i f  Whi te manages to fin ish his deve l 

opment and/or get  h is  k ing safe, then he i s  
s imply a pawn up !  
1 7.tbce2 1\Yd5 1 8.e4 
Bosboom i never afraid of compl icat ions 
he imply enjoys them, w inn i ng or losi ng. 
1 8 .f3,  h id ing the white k ing on f2, was at o 
an idea. 
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:i ... .t g • 
i i i i  

�C 
'if .t  £::, 

£::, Cjj £::, £::, 
£::, Vi' --Cjj £::, 
It � w ll 

1 8  . • .  1\YdS 
1 8  . . .  i..f5 ! !  cou ld make i t  even hotter, 
wi th  n ice p ins  and hanging pieces from 
a l l  s ides ! !  1 9 . f3 is the only move ( 1 9 . 
exd5 �xd3 -+ ). 1 9  . . .  tt:\c6 !  20.�b2 �xd4 ! 
2 l .i..xd4 ( 2 1 .tt:lxd4 �xe4 ! - + )  2 l . . .i..xe4 ! 
22 .fxe4 l:he4 23 .0-0-0 ! !  ( t he on ly move, 
otherwise B lack i s  w inn i ng ! )  23 .. Jld8 and 
B lack w i l l  regai n  his piece : 24Jlhe I !  g6 
25 .tt:\c3 't!Vxd4 26.tt:\xe4 ! 't!Vxd3 ( 26 . . .  't!Va I +  
27 .'t!Vb l 'iYxa3+ 28.'t!Vb2) 27Jhd3 l:hd3 
28.tt:\f6+ <tJg7 29.tt:\e8+ 'it;h8 30.tt:lf6 l:ld8 
3 1 .  'it;b2 with even chances. 
1 9.�e3 a5 ! ?  1 9  . . .  tt:\c6 20Jld l .  20.b5 
tt:ld7 21 .l:rd1  tbc5 22.1\Yc2 
And sudden ly  B lack's  compensation for the 
pawn eems dubious. White managed to 
fi n i sh his development ,  and even h i s  k ing is 
qu i te safe !  I w i l l  g ive the remain ing moves 
of th is  b l i tz  game wi th  only a few notes. 
22 ... 1\Ye7 23.tbf5 23 .tt:\c6!  was better. 
23 . . .  �xf5 24.exf5 l:lacB 25.0-0 
25 . f6 ! ?  't!Ve6 ! (25  . . .  gxf6 26.l:lg l 'it;h8 
27.'t!Vf5 wi th an attack ) .  
25 . . .  �b8 25 . . .  tt:\e4 ! 26.'iYd3 l:led8 27 .  b l  
h6 !  i s  unclear. 
26.tbf4? !  26.l:lc l b6 ( 26 . . .  't!Vd6 27 .i..f4) 
27 .l:lfd t .  26 . . .  tbe6 26 . . .  tt:le4 ! .  27.1\Yd2 
tbxf4 28 . ..Q.xf4 �xf4 29.1\Yxf4 �xa3 
After a few not so accurate moves, Whi te 
seems to be fight ing for a draw, but he st i l l  
manages t o  make some Bosboom magic . . .  



30.f6 ! ?  30.l:td7 l::te7= .  30 .. .'ii'c5 31 .l:tb1 
'Wd5 3 1  . . .  '\Wc4 ! .  32.l:tfd1 'it'e6 32 . . .  l:te4; 
32 . . .  l:tc4. 33Jtd6 'it'a2 34J:tbd1 a4 
35.l:td7 a3 Loek i s  an opt imist  as usual 
and plays for the w i n !  35 . . .'�e6 with l::tc4 
coming was more to the poin t .  
36.h5 

36 . . .  l:tf8?? 36 . . .  g6 was the only move, and 
even though i t  look a l ready dangerous for 
B lack,  I don ' t  see more than a draw after 
37 .hxg6 hxg6 38.'it'h4 'ife2 ! 39.'it'h6 'it'g4+ 
40.'.f;>f l  'it'e2+ 4 1 .'it>g I 'it'g4+=.  
37.fxg7 l:tfe8 37 . . .  'it>xg7 38.'it'f6+ 'it>g8 
39.h6 'it'b2 40.ll7d4+- . 38.g6! 
Loek probably mi  sed this smal l pawn 
push, and as you a lready know Bosboom is 
a big fan of sma l l  pawn moves !  
38 . .  .fxg6 39.hxg6 
Black resigned. 

0 Andrey Deviatkin 
• Konstantin Landa 

Serpukhov 2008 

1 .c4 e5 2.a3! c6 
Plann i ng . . .  d5 is also logical of course . S t i l l ,  
a3  comes i n  usefu l ,  and  you can choo e 
your favourite l i ne agai nst the Alapi n !  
3.d4! 
Ti me to get rid of B lack'  central pawn .  
Without a kn ight on c6 ,  t he  queen feel s  
qu i te good on d4 ! 

Engl ish Open ing :  Early I nspi ration 

- 3 .tt:lf3 e4 4.tt:ld4 ! i s  a l so good : 4 . . .  d5 
5 .cxd5 cxd5 6.d3 exd3 7 .'it'xd3 tt:lc6 8 .tt:lc3 
( 8 .g3 ! would be the Rubinstein respon e 
i n  th is  Tarrasch structure )  8 . . .  tt:lf6 9 .�g5 
(9 .g3)  9 . . .  �e7 I O.e3 �e6 l l .�e2 0-0 
1 2 .0-0 tt:le5 1 3 .'it'b5 was better for Whi te i n  
Brener-Schaffer, p laychess.com 2007. 
- 3.e3 is a lso po i ble,  offeri ng to play a 
French Defence, but it is a b i t  too passive to 
my taste : 3 . . .  d5 4.d4 e4 5 .�d2 tt:lf6 6.cxd5 
cxd5 7 .�b4 �d6 8 .�xd6 'it'xd6 9.tt:le2 0-0 
I O.tt:lbc3 tt:lc6 l l .tt:lf4 wi th  approximate 
equal i ty B unzmann-Yakovich, Saint  Yin
cent  2000. 
3 . . .  exd4 4.'it'xd4 

4 . . .  d5 
And here Whi te can a lso choose according 
to h i s  taste (and the l i ne he l i kes to play wi th 
B lack a tempo dow n ! ) . The bi shop may be 
developed to f4 or g5 .  Or Whi te can play 
e3 and first fin ish his development before 
plac ing it on b2. 
5.tt:lf3 tt:lf6 6.�g5 
Also good looks 6.tt:lc3 �e7 7 .cxd5 cxd5 
8.g3 ! ?  (or 8 .�f4) .  
6 . . .  �e7 7.cxd5 
7 .tt:lc3 c5? ! ,  and now 8 .'it'f4 !  i s  strong ( not 
8 .'it'd2? d4 9 .�xf6 �xf6 I O.tt:ld5 �e6 l l .e4 
dxe3 1 2 . fxe3 0-0 1 3 .�e2 �xd5 1 4 .cxd5 
'it'd6=, Galk i n-Ovetchk in ,  playchess.com 
2007 ), s i nce 8 . . .  d4? fai l s  to 9 .�xf6 !  �xf6 
I O.tt:ld5 wi th  excel lent play for Whi te .  
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7 .. .  'i!fxd5 7 . . .  cxd5 8.e3. 8.tt:lc3 'i!fxd4 
9.tt:lxd4 g6 1 O.e4 

The middlegame wi thout queens is more 
pleasant for Whi te, who has more space and 
presence in the centre .  
10  . . .  tt:lfd7 1 1 .�e3 a5 1 2.�e2 tt:la6 1 3.f4 
tt:lac5 1 4.0-0-0 a4 1 5J�he1 tt:lb6 1 6.e5 
h5 1 7  .�f3 �d7 1 8.tt:le4 tt:lxe4 1 9.�xe4 
tbc4 20.�f2 20.e6 is strong too. 20 . . .  0-0 
21 .�d3 tt:la5 22.e6 ! A very strong move, 
breaking B lack 's  structure .  
22 . . .  �xe6 23.tt:lxe6 fxe6 24Jbe6 lhf4 
25.�e3 .l:tf7 26.�xg6 .l:tg7 27 .�h6 
tt:lb3+ 28.'ito?b1 tt:lc5 29.�xg7 tt:lxe6 
30.�e5 The pair  of bi shops ru les the 
board ! 30 .. . tt:lc5 31 .�xh5 .l:tf8 32.�f3 
Whi te i a pawn up and has the bi hop pai r. 
He won on move 6 1  . 

0 Giorgi Kacheishvi l i  
• Bartlomiej Macieja 

Istanbul 2003 

1 .c4 e5 2.a3 c5 
This  i not i l logica l .  B lack gai ns more con
trol over square d4, but t i l l  it doe weaken 
square d5. You cou ld compare i t  to l .e4 c5 
2 .c4. A l l  the arne we have our extra tempo. 
• White can a t  o try to use h is  extra tempo 
after 2 . . .  f5? !  3 .d4 !  To obta in  a good French 
tructure w i thout the bad bishop ! 3 . . .  e4 and 

now : 
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- 4.h4 ! ?  wou ld be a typical way to gai n  
control over the f4-square and t o  block 
the advance of black's  pawns on the ki ng
side: 4 . . .  �e7 5 .g3 tt:lf6 6 .tt:lc3 0-0 7 .tt:lh3 
d6 8 .�g5 ( 8 .tt:lf4) 8 . . .  tt:lg4 9.tt:ld5 �xg5 
I O.hxg5 tt:lc6 l l .�d2 ( i nstead, l l . f3 ! 
wou ld have crowned Bosboom's SOS strat
egy with a more or less w inn i ng posi t ion 
versus a strong GM: l l  . . .  exf3 1 2 .exf3 l:te8+ 
1 3 .<;1;>d2) l l . . . tt:le7 1 2 .tt:le3 tt:lg6 and now 
the chances were unclear in the b l i tz  game 
Bo boom-Sokolov, Wijk aan Zee 1 999. 
- 4 .tt:lh3 !? i s  fi ne too. 
- 4.�f4 tt:lf6 5 . h4 g6 6.tt:lc3 d6 7 .e3 �g7 
8 .�e2 tt:lc6 9 .b4 tt:le7 I O.�b3 c6 l l .b5 h6 
1 2 .tt:lh3 �e6 1 3 .l:td l ( Whi te ha an edge) 

1 3  . . .  0-0 1 4 .0-0 �f7 1 5 .�b4 ! tt:lc8 1 6.c5 
d5 1 7 .bxc6 bxc6 1 8 .�a6 and Whi te was 
al ready w inn i ng in Gal k in-Winants, play
chess.com 2007. 
• 2 . . .a5? !  H:lc3 tt:lf6 4.tt:lf3 tt:lc6 5 .e3 ! d5 
6.cxd5 tt:lxd5 7 .�b5 (7 .  c2 is strong too) 7 . . .  

xc3 8.bxc3 e4  9.tt:ld4 �d7 I O.�c2 again  
led to a good Sic i l ian for White. Clearly, . . .  a5 
is much less effect ive than a3 ! I O . . .  tt:lxd4 
l l .�xd7+ �xd7 1 2 .cxd4 f5 1 3 .d3 exd3 
1 4.�xd3;!;, Genov-Ozturk, Ankara 20 1 0. 
3.e3! 
White is plann ing d2-d4 to gain more con
trol over square d5. So Black w i l l  logical ly 
have to react with a quick . . .  d5,  for otherwise 
he wou ld end up with a backward pawn .  



3 .g3, to place a 'kn ife '  on g2, always make 
ense in such structures:  3 . ..t2Jc6 4.�g2 f5 

5 .d3 g6 6.tbc3 �g7 7 .b4 (7 .l:tb l :t ; 7 .h4 h6 
8.e4 d6 9.exf5 �xf5 I O.tbd5 fti'd7 l l .tbe2 
tbf6 was unclear in Kahn-Peredy, Budapest 
1 995 ) 7 . . .  d6 (7 . . .  cxb4 8.axb4 tbxb4 9.tbb5± )  
8.llb I wi th a pleasant edge for Whi te .  
Another logical opt ion i s  3 .tbc3 tbf6 4 .e4 ! 
and then to organize the f4 pawn break . 
3 . . .  tbf6 4.tbc3 tbc6 5.ttJf3 d5 
Otherw ise White w i l l  play d4, or 'ii'c2 and 
�d3, when Black is weak on the l ight squares. 
6.cxd5 ttJxd5 

7.�c2 
J ust l i ke i n  the regu lar S ic i l ian where 
. . .  fti'c7 i nearly always a good move . Whi te 
is i ntending moves l i ke tbe4, �b5 or �d3 , 
wi th  exce l lent play. 
7 .�b5 leads to a good S ic i l ian a wel l .  
Ideas a s  . . .  b4 are not poss ible here,  and 
B lack 's  centre i under pres ure .  ( 7  . . .  tbxc3 
8.bxc3 �d6 9.0-0. ) 
7 . . .  ttJxc3 8.bxc3 
AI o good is 8.dxc3 �d6 9 .e4 0-0 I O.�c4 
tba5 l l .�d5 c4 1 2 .�e3 fti'c7 1 3 .fti'e2 �d7 
1 4.0-0 J:tae8 1 5 .U.ad l �a4 1 6 .l:tde l �c5 
1 7 .tbh4 and Whi te held the i n i t iat ive i n  
Eljanov-Avrukh,  Andorra 2003 . 
8 . . .  �d6 9.�c4 9.�d 3 ! ? is playable too. 
9 . . .  �e7 1 0.�d5 Plac ing the bi hop on 
a dominat ing square . 1 o .. . �e6 1 1 .c4 f5 
1 2 .d3 0-0 1 3.�b2 

Engl ish Opening:  Early I nspiration 

1 3  ... �xd5 Pos ibly B lack shou ld have 
preferred to keep the ten ion ( and the struc
ture) .  1 4.cxd5 ttJdB 1 5.a4 J:U6 1 6.e4 f4 
1 7.�c4 ttJf7 1 8.h4!?  .l:tg6 1 9.Wf1 h5 
20.�c3 .l:tg4 21 .l:tb1 Whi te has a plea ant 
edge. 21 . . .  Wf8 22.l:l.b5 lld8 23.a5 l:l.d7 
24.'ffb3 cJ.?gB 
Black has everyth ing defended for the 
moment ,  and i t  i s  not easy for Whi te to 
break through . Kacheishv i l i  now walks h i s  
k i ng over to the  queenside before engineer
i ng the g3-break on the k i ngside. It a l l  takes 
a whi le,  and I w i l l  only give a few l ight 
comments.  
25.�b2 l:l.c7 26.l:tg1 �d7 27. b3 
'ifcB 28.�c4 Wh7 29.cJ.?e2! .l:tg6 
30.cJ.?d2 cJ.?hB 31 .cJ.?c2 
The k i ng i s  now out of the way. Whi te is 
ready for the break . 
31 . . .  .1:1.g4 32.g3 
32 .llbb I was another usefu l  move to make. 
32 ... fxg3 33.fxg3 l:l.g6 34.l:l.bb1 �h3 
35.�b5 .l:l.xg3? 
Too greedy. Whi te has a tactical refutat ion.  
36.�e8+ Wh7 37.J:bg3 �xg3 38.l:l.f1 ? 
Whi te cou ld win  wi th  38 .tbg5+ ! tbxg5 
39.fti'xh5+ Wg8 40.hxg5.  
38 . .  .'iYg2+ ?!  39.ttJd2 tlJh6? 39 . . .  lle7?. 
40.'ifxh5 
Material i s  equal , but White's structure is 
better and o are h i  pieces. Whi te won on 
move 70. 
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CHAPTE R 1 1  

Alexander Finkel 

Caro- Kan n Advanced : an SOS Trend 

1 .e4 c6 2 .d4 d5  3 .e5 �f5 4 .tt:Jd2 e6  5 .g4 ! ?  

Thi s  chapter i s  dedicated to one of the latest 
trends i n  the Advance Variat ion of the Caro
Kann Defence. 
I guess ' t rend' isn ' t  the right tem1 to de. cribe 
the state of affairs i n  the above-ment ioned 
l i ne,  as we are defin i te ly not ta lk ing about 
the mainstream variat ion .  Al though 4.tt:ld2 
has been a leg i t imate and popular move 
agai nst the Caro- Kann for qu i te some t ime, 
i t  has never been associated wi th  aggre ive 
k i ngside play by means of g4, fol lowed by 

ge2 and h4. 
I t ' s  needle s to mention that 4 .tt:lc3 e6 S .g4 
�g6 6.tt:lge2 once enjoyed a tremendous 
popu larity, but as the t ime pa sed B lack suc
ceeded to adjust to Whi te 's  u l t ra-aggressive 
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play i n  th i  l i ne, o it s lowly  d isappeared 
from tournament practice and was al most 
exclusively replaced by the less committa l  
4 .tt:lf3 . 
The ideas beh ind 4.tt:ld2 e6 S .g4 ! ?  are obv i 
ous ly  qu i te s im i l ar to those i n  the 4.tt:lc3 
e6 S .g4 l i ne ,  however the po i t ion of the 
kn ight on d2 affects the plans of both  . ide . 
Al though Whi te seems to wa te an impor
tant tempo compared to the 4 .tt:lc3 l i ne 
( i nce he wou ld need to move h is  knight 
once again to b3 i n  order to complete deve l 
opment) ,  he c learly benef i t  from the  pos
s ib i l i ty  to cement his centre by c3 a wel l 
as a chance to hold on to the cS pawn after 
a standard . . .  cS break by B lack .  In other 



words, Whi te gets a more sol id  and trate
gical ly  more balanced version of the 4 .lLlc3 
e6 S .g4 variat ion ! 
S i nce S .g4 ! ?  has been re- in t roduced in to 
pract ice by the Span ish grandmaster Fran
c isco Val lejo back i n  2009 ( un t i l  that game 
it was never employed by a serious tour
nament player) we saw some strong play
ers occasional ly (and qu i te successfu l l y )  
employ i t ,  producing some sort of theoret i 
ca l  background for our art ic le .  Neverthe
less, 4 .lLld2 e6 S .g4 remains almost com
plete ly unexplored, so our readers get an 
excel lent chance to shape the theory of th i s  
exc i t i ng variat ion ! 

0 Francisco Vallejo 
• A natoly Karpov 

San Sebastian (Oonostia) 2009 

1 .e4 c6 2.d4 d5 3.e5 �f5 4.lLld2 e6 
5.g4 ! ?  
Although S .g4 has been tried before i n  a 
dozen games, Val lejo was the first one to 
employ it on the top leve l .  
5 . . .  �g6 6.lLle2 

6 . . .  c5 
The most natural and logical response,  
which i s  beyond any doubt the mo t crucial  
one to test  the fea ib i l i ty of Whi te '  et-up 
i nvol v ing 4.lLld2 and S .g4. 

Caro-Kann Advanced : an SOS Trend 

Worse i s  the other pawn break 6 . .  . f6? ! 
7 .lLlf4 �f7 8 .lLlf3 lLld7 9 .'ife2 fxeS I O .dxeS 
�cS l l .�d2 lLle7 1 2 .h4 h6 1 3 .hS±,  Vys
och in-Csiszar, Ohrid 2009.  
7.h4 h5 
Karpov aga in  opts for the most pri ncipled 
cont inuation . Another reasonable move is 
7 . . .  h6, which i s  explored i n-depth in the 
next game Vysochin-Bruchmann .  
8.lLlf4 �h7! 
I n  a recent game between two strong I ta l 
ian youngsters B lack successfu l ly  tried 
8 . . .  lLle7 ! ?, which obv iously caught Wh i te 
off-guard, as he reacted rather poorly wi th  
9.gxhS? !  ( the right way to meet 8 . . .  lLle7 
appears to be 9.lLlxg6 lLlxg6 I O.gxhS lLlxh4 
l l .'ifg4 lLlfS 1 2 .dxcS lLlc6 1 3 .lLlf3 �xeS 
1 4 .�d3 wi th  a m in imal advantage) 9 . . .  �fS 
I O.dxcS 'ifc7 l l .�bS+ lLlec6 1 2 .lLlb3 �xeS 
1 3 .'ife2 �b6 and B lack got an excel lent 
posi t ion i n  Dv irnyy-Rombaldon i ,  S iena 
20 I 0, even though i t  wa White who ce l 
ebrated a victory a t  t he  end  of t he  day. 
9.lLlxh5 cxd4 1 O.lLlb3 

1 0  . . .  tt:lc6 
Another reasonable opt.ion was I O . . .  'ii'c7 
l l .lLlxd4 'if xeS+ ( the greedy l l . . .�b4+? 
fai l s  to 1 2 .c3 �xc3+ 1 3 .bxc3 'fi'xc3+ 
1 4 .'ifd2 'fi'xa I I S .�bS+ lLld7 1 6 .0-0+- ) 
1 2 .�e3 ( 1 2 .�e2 lLlc6 1 3 .lLlbS? lLlb4 ! ) 1 2  . . .  
lLlc6 1 3 .�bS c 7  1 4 .c3 lLle7 I S . f4 0-0-0, 
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with  a h igh ly compl icated strugg le .  
1 1 .lbxd4 lbge7 
The pawn on e5 i not going anywhere .  
The i mmediate l l . . .  ll:lxe5 1 2 .�g5 W/c7 
1 3 .�b5+ ll:lc6 1 4 .c3 ll:le7 i s  qu i te s imi lar to 
the game. 
1 2.c3 
Black has more than sufficient compen
sat ion for the  pawn after 1 2 . f4? !  tt:lxd4 
1 3 .W/xd4 ll:lc6 1 4 .Wif2 Wia5+ 1 5 .�d2 Wia4. 
1 2  . . .  lbxe5 1 3.�g5 ttJ5c6 1 4.�b5 l:c8 
1 4  . . .  W/c7 1 5 .W/a4. 
1 5.'fVe2 

Al l  Whi te 's  pieces have taken up very 
act ive posi t ion , but B lack has everyth ing 
covered, wh i le the strong pawn chai n i n  
t he  centre may become a form idable force. 
This is exact ly  the k i nd of pos i t ion we treat 
as 'dynamic equal i ty ' ! 
1 5  . . .  't\fd6 1 6.l:h3 
Bringing another piece i nto p lay. The fol 
low i ng l i ne i s  very i l l u strat ive (even though 
not necessari ly forced ) to emphas ize 
the h idden potent ia l  of B lack 's  pos i t ion :  
1 6 .0-0-0 a6 1 7 .�f4 'i'id7 1 8 .�xc6 tt:lxc6 
1 9 .tt:lf5 f6 20.tt:lfxg7+ �xg7 2 1 .tt:lxg7+ 'iPf7 
22 .tLlh5 tt:lb4, and th i ngs get rea l ly  messy. 
1 6  . . .  a6 
I t 's too early for the l i berat ing 1 6  . . .  e5? ! ,  as 
Wh i te e ize the i n i t i at ive wi th  1 7  .tt:lxc6 
bxc6 1 8 .�a6 l:b8 1 9 . f4. 
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But the cunn i ng 1 6  . . .  �g6 ! ? 1 7 .tt:lf4 �e4 
wa worth the t ry :  1 8 .tt:ld3 f6 1 9 .�e3 a6. 
1 7.�XC6+ 
Grabbing a pawn hardly promised Whj te any
th ing at al l :  1 7 .�xe7 Wixe7 1 8 .�xc6+ bxc6 
1 9 .W/xa6 W/c7, wi th terri fic compensat ion. 
1 7  . . .  ttJxc6 1 8.l:d1 ttJxd4 1 9.l:xd4 

1 9  . . .  �b1 ? 
Black had two reasonable opt ions at h is  
di sposal , but i t ' s  perfect ly  understand
able why he wasn ' t  too eager on enteri ng 
the massive compl icat ions after 1 9  . . .  f6 
20.l:r.e3 e5 ( 20 . .  .<;!;>f7 2 1 .l:r.f4 �e4 22 .tt:lxf6 
gxf6 23 .lhf6+ 'iPg8 24.f3 )  2 1 .�xf6 gxf6 
22.l:r.xd5 'i'ic6 23 .g5 �e7 24 .tt:lxf6+ �xf6 
25 .gxf6 Wf7 26.Wih5+ �g6 27 .W/xe5 l:r.he8 
and Whi te Has four pawns for the piece i n  
an unc lear pos i t ion .  
However, the sol id 19 . . .  �e4 20.l:r.e3 Wih2 
wou ld've secured him at least equal chances 
in the forthcoming struggle .  
20. d1 ! 
A nasty move, which was probably over
looked by the former world champion. 
20 . . .  l:xh5?!  
I t  was better to admi t  h i  mi stake and return 
to h7 :  20 . . .  �h7 2 1 .l:r.e3 Wd7 22.�f4 W/c5 
23 .�e5 ,  a l though Whi te 's  pieces are domi 
nat ing t he  fie ld .  
I nstead, 20 . . .  �e4 fai l s  tact ica l ly  to  
2 1 .tt:lxg7+ !  �xg7 22 .l:r.xe4±.  



21 .gxhS �fS 22.l:[e3 
Black does not have enough compensat ion 
for the exchange. 
22 .. .'i!Vh2 
22 . . .cj;ld7 23 .�f4 'it'c6 24.U.g3± .  
23.'it'f3 �e4 24.l:l.exe4 
Returning the exchange for a 's i mple'  pos i 
t ion a pawn up.  
24 . . .  dxe4 2S.'it'xe4 'it'c7 26.�d1  ! ?  
Whi te i s  just  a pawn up, s o  i n  terms o f  top
leve l chess the rest is a matter of technique.  
Bu t  Karpov puts up tenacious re i stance. 
26 ... �cs 27.l:[d2 'it'c6 28.'it'd3 
I t  i s  not perfect ly  c lear i f  Whi te i s  w inn ing 
after 28 .'it'xc6+ bxc6 29.h6 gxh6 30.�xh6 
cj;le7 3 1 .b4 �b6 32 .�f4. 
But  after 28.'it'g4 !  �f8 29.'ifd4 it wou ld be 
tougher for B lack to organ ize h i s  defence. 
28 . . .  �e7 29.�c1 
29.�xe7 ! ? �xe7 30.'ifd4. 
29 ... bS 30.a3 aS 31 .�b1 b4 32.cxb4 
axb4 33.axb4 fS 
Whi te remains wi th  a clear edge after 
33 . . .'iYc I +  34.'it;>a2 U.a8+ 35 .'it;>b3 'ifc6 
36.b5 U.b8 37 .�xe7 'it;>xe7 38 .�b4 .  
34.�xe7 �xe7 3S.l:[d1  'it'b7 36.bS 
'i!fc7 37.'i!fd2 J:tba 38.'it'gS+ �fa 39.h6 
�g8 

� • 
'if i 

i £!:, 
£!:, i 'if  

£!:, 
£!:, £!:, 
� l:I 

40.hxg7?!  
40.U.d6 ! wou ld have won on the  spot . 
40 .. .'�c4 41 .l:[d8+ l:[xd8 42. xd8+ 
�xg7 43.'it'd7+ �f6 44. c6 
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The queen ending i w inn i ng .  I g ive the 
remainder w i thout comments. 
44 .. .  'it'a4 4S.'it'c3+ �g6 46.'it'd3 �hS 
47.b6 'it'c6 48.'it'd4 'it'bS 49.b4 eS 
SO.'it'cS 'it'f1 + S1 .'it'c1 'it'd3+ S2.�a2 
f4 S3.'it'cs �xh4 S4.'it'xes 'it'c2+ 
SS.�a3 'it'xf2 S6.'it'e7+ �g3 S7.b7 
'it'a7+ S8.�b3 �f3 S9.'�'c7 
1 -0.  

0 Spartak Vysochin 
• Stephan Bruchmann 

Ohrid 2009 

1 .e4 c6 2.d4 dS 3.es ..ifS 4.lt:ld2 e6 
S.g4 �g6 6.lt:le2 cS 7.h4 h6!? 

The main idea beh i nd th i s  move i s  not  to  
keep the  h-pawn, bu t  to take under contro l  
the very important g5-square, which cou ld 
be comfortably occupied by the whi te 
bi shop i n  case of 7 . . .  h5 ! ?. 
8.lt:lf4 �h7 9.dxcs �xes 
Although B l ack suffered a crush ing defeat 
after 9 . . .  ttJc6 th ings are not perfect ly clear i n  
that case too :  I O.ttJb3 'ifc7 l l .�b5 'it'xe5+ 
1 2 .�e3 ttJf6 ( 1 2 . .  .'i!i'xb2 !? )  1 3 .'ife2 �e7 
( 1 3  . . .  'it'xb2) 1 4 .0-0-0 ttJd7 1 5 .ttJh5 g5? !  
1 6 .hxg5 hxg5 1 7 .'it'd2±, Satyapragyan
I smagambetov, Kolkata 2009. 
1 O.lt:lb3 
Le accurate i s  IO .�b5+ ?! ttJc6 l l .ttJb3 ,  
al lowing B lack to fl i ck  i n  l l  . . .  'it'b6 ! ,  after 
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which Whi te shou ld be happy to keep the 
balance : 1 2 .�xc6+ �xc6 1 3 .tt:lxcS �xeS 
1 4.c3 tt:le7 I S .tt:lhS �e4 ( I S  . . .  0-0 ! )  1 6.IZ.h3 
0-0-0 1 7 .�e3 �c7 1 8 .�d4 ( 1 8 .tt:lxg7 �xeS 
1 9 .�d4 �d6 20.f3 �7 is unclear) 1 8  . . .  tt:lc6 
1 9 .�e2, \/2-\/2 Boros-Bohni sch, R ijeka 20 1 0 .  
1 o . . .  �b6 1 1 .�b5+ tt:lc6 1 2.tt:lh5 rJi>fB 
1 3.�xc6 bxc6 1 4.�e3! 

1 4  . . .  �g6 
Less conv inc ing i s  1 4  . . .  �xe3? ! ,  open ing 
up the f-fi le  for the wh i te pieces :  I S . fxe3 
�b6 1 6 .�d2 aS 1 7 .0-0 ( 1 7 .IZ.f l  !?) 1 7  . . .  
tt:le7 1 8 .'ilt'f2 �g6 1 9 .tt:lf4 Wg8 20.tt:ld4 
Wh7 ( 20 . . .  l:[a7 2 l .h5 �e4 22 .tt:lfe2 tt:lc8 
23 .tt:lc3±) 2 l .tt:\xg6 tt:lxg6 22.'ilt'xf7 tt:lxeS 
23 .�xe6 IZ.he8 24.'ilt'fS+ �h8 2S .b3t,  Ben
t ivegna-Dziuba, Bra no 20 I 0. 
B lack cou ld consider 14 . . .  'ilt'e7 ! ? . 
1 5.tt:lf4 �e4! 
Black comes up with an excel lent defensive 
idea, sufficient for equal i ty. 
I S  . . .  tt:le7 1 6 .tt:lcS �g8 1 7 .h5 �h7 1 8 .�d2 
tt:lc8 1 9 .0-0-0 �xeS 20.�xcS tt:lb6 2 l .tt:le2t . 
1 6.l1h2 h5!  1 7.tt:lc5 
White doesn ' t  have a choice but to al low 
. . .  h xg4, as after 1 7  .gS or 1 7  .gxhS the black 
knight wou ld get a fantast ic  outpost on fS . 
1 7  . . .  'ti'e7 1 8.tt:lxe4 dxe4 1 9.�xb6 axb6 
1 9  . . .  'ili'b4+ 20.'ili'd2 �xb6 2 1 .0-0-0 hxg4 
22 .hS favours Whi te, who is i ntending 
22 . . .  gS? 23 .hxg6 !  IZ.xh2 24.tt:lxe6+ fxe6 
2S .'ilt'f4+. 
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20.'ti'd4 l1d8 21 .'ti'xe4 hxg4 22.tt:ld3 
'ti'a7 ! ?  
The pawn o n  c 6  i worth a couple o f  tempi, 
essent ia l  to consol idate B lack ' s  posi t ion .  
U nclear i s  22 . . .  cS 23 .0-0-0 l:!.d4. 
23.'ti'xc6 tt:le7 24.'ti'c4 'ti'a5+ 25.c3 

25 . . .  g6?!  
Thus far B l ack's  p lay was just about per
fect,  but he goe astray ju l one step from 
l iqu idat ing into the comfortable endgame 
ari ing after 2S . . .  'ilt'dS ! 26.�xdS l:txdS 
27 .0-0-0 IlhS 28 .Wc2 tt:lg6 and i t  i s  Whi te 
who has to be carefu l  to keep the balance. 
26.0-0-0 Wg7 27.<ot>b1 l:rd5?! 27 . . .  IZ.a8 
28 .a3 'ilt'a4t.  28.'ti'xg4 
White i s  j u  · t two pawns up, whi le  B lack 's  
play on the  queenside can be eas i ly  
neutra l i zed. 
28 . . .  IZ.hd8 29.l1h3 tt:lc6 30.f4 'ti'a4 



31 .'ii'f3? 
A rather s i l l y  m istake, which cou ld 've 
turned th ings around had B l ack found a 
n ice attack ing re ource on the 35th move : 
3 1 .�e2 1la8 32 .b3 �aS 33 .h5+- . 
31 . . .  1la8! 32.a3 'ii'b3 33.1lhh 1  llad8? 
Refu ing to take the g i ft generous ly offered 
by Whi te a couple of moves ago: 33 . . .  
llxa3 ! 34.h5 �a2+ 35 .c;i;>c2 ( 35 .'it;>c l llxc3+ 
36.bxc3 llb5 -+)  

35 . . .  1lxc3+ ! !  ( t h i s  n ice move was mi ssed 
by both s ide in their calcu lat ion ) 36.<it>xc3 
�aS+ 37 .lDb4 ( 37 .b4 lDxb4 ! - + )  37 . .  .l:tc5+ 
38 .c.ti>d2 �xb4++ .  
34.h5 
Now it 's al l  over. 
34 . . .  llJa5 35.hxg6 ttJc4 36.'ii'g2 
fxg6 37.1ldg1 ttJxa3+ 38.Wc1 'ii'c2+ 
39.'ii'xc2 ttJxc2 40.f5 ! llxd3 41 .f6+ 'it>f8 
42 . .1:!.h8+ Wf7 43.l:th7+ Wf8 44.lhg6 
1 -0.  

D Daniele Vocaturo 
• Nazi Paikidze 

Moscow Aeroflot 2011 

1 .e4 c6 2.d4 d5 3.e5 �f5 4.ttJd2 e6 
5.g4 �g6 6.ttJe2 ttJe7! ?  
Another possible way t o  meet 5 .g4: B lack 
prefer to carefu l l y  prepare the advance of 
the c-pawn rather than to enter the com-

Caro-Kann Advanced : an SOS Trend 

pl icat ions i nevitably aris ing after 6 . . .  c5 .  
I be l i eve Whi te  shou ld be ab le  to get the  
upper hand after the  text-move, bu t  i t  i s  by 
no means t riv ia l . 
7.ttJf4 
Not 7 .lDg3 c5 8 .�b5+ lDec6 9 .f4 h6 I O. f5 
.th7 1 1 .0-0 �b6 1 2 .�e2 cxd4 1 3  . ..id3 
lDdT'F, Agrinsky-A .Lundin ,  Mo cow 1 998.  
7 . . .  h5 

8.gxh5?!  
I don ' t  part icu larly l i ke th i s  capture,  lett ing 
B lack comfortably develop h i s  pieces prior 
to performing the typical . . .  c5 break. 
The right way to meet 6 . . .  lDe7 fol lowed by 
7 . . .  h5 i s  once aga in  8 .lDxg6 ! ? lDxg6 9.gxh5 
lDf4 and now : 
- Unc lear is I O.h6 ! ?  g6 l l .lDb3 ..ixh6 
1 2 .�f3 llJh5 1 3  . ..ixh6 llxh6 1 4 .fVe3 llh7 
1 5 .0-0-0 lDd7, but 
- I O.c3 lDxh5 ( I  O . . .  'i!fh4 l l .llJf3 �g4 
1 2 .1lg I �f5 1 3 .lDg5 ) l l .llJf3 ( i ntending 
to put pressure on f7) l l . . .  c5 ( l l . . .'iWb6 
1 2 .lDg5 c5 1 3 .�f3 "f!/c7 1 4  . ..ie3 cxd4 
1 5 .cxd4 �b4+ 1 6.c.ti>d I wi th  a danger
ous i n i t iat ive) 1 2 .�a4+ tDc6 1 3 .�e3 'i!fb6 
1 4 .0-0-0 leads to a omewhat better posi 
t i on  for Whi te .  
8 . . .  �f5 9.lLlb3 ttJd7 1 0.�e3 'i!fc7 
1 1 .  'ii'd2 
An attempt to preven t  . . .  c5 by l l .ttJd3 
wou ld run i nto l l  . . .  ..ie4 1 2 .f3 �xd3 
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1 3 .�xd3 tt:\fS , w i th  a comfortable pos i t ion 
for B lack .  
1 1  . . .  a6 
Perhaps B lack cou ld ga in  a tempo by 
pushing . . .  cS right away, but I don ' t  th ink  
i t ' s  any better than  the  move i n  the  game : 
l l . . .cS ! ?  1 2 .tt:\xcS tt:\xcS 1 3 .dxcS �xeS 
1 4 .�bS+ tt:\c6 I S .0-0-0 ( I S .�xc6+ bxc6 
1 6 .0-0-0 .ie4 1 7 .llhg l �cTi= ) 1 5 . . .�c7 
wi th  counterp lay. 
1 2 .0-0-0 
The kn ight on b3 is m i splaced if Whi te 
decides to push 1 2 .c4? ! ,  so B lack gets 
a very comfortable pos i t ion : 1 2  . . .  dxc4 
1 3  . .ixc4 0-0-0 1 4 .�e2 ( 1 4 .0-0-0? tt:\xeS ) 
1 4  . . .  tt:\b6 I S  . .id3 .ixd3 1 6 .tt:\xd3 tt:\fS . 
1 2  . . .  c5 1 3.tt:Jxc5 
I t  makes perfect sense to trade the knights .  
1 3 .dxcS tt:\xeS 1 4 .tt:\d4 tt:\g4=F . 
1 3  . . .  lt:Jxc5 1 4.dxc5 lt:Jc6 1 5.�d3 
An interest ing po ib i l i ty was I S .h6 ! ?  g6 
( I S  . . .  llxh6 1 6.tt:\d3 llh8 1 7 . f4;l;)  1 6 .tt:\d3 
.ixd3 1 7 .�xd3 tt:\xeS 1 8 . h4 �xeS 1 9 .h5 .  
1 5  . .  .'\WxeS 

It is clear that B lack ha successfu l l y  solved 
the open ing problem . 
1 6.llhe1 0-0-0 1 7.�xf5?!  
Play i s  unc lear after 1 7 .c3 ! ?  .ig4 18  . .ie2 
�xe2 1 9 .llxe2 ( 1 9 .  xe2 �xeS 20.�g4 
�xe3+ 2 1 .llxe3 'C\YcTi= ) 1 9  . . .  �f6 20.'\Wc2.  
17 . . .  '\WxfS 1 8.lt:Je2 e5 
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Or s imply 1 8  . . .  '\WxhS !? 1 9 .tt:\d4 tt:\xd4 
20 . .ixd4 �xh2=F.  
1 9.lt:Jg3 �e6?!  
Better is  1 9  . . .  �f3=F .  
20.c3 d4! ?  
Object ive ly Whi te shou ld be better after 
th i s  move, but it requ i res very preci se play 
to prove th i s .  Normal was 20 . . .  .ie7 .  
21 .cxd4 exd4 22.�g5 �xa2 23.�xd8 
�xeS 24."il'c2 �b4 
Up to th i s  poin t  none of the side cou ld 've 
deviated from the forced l i ne which was 
i n i t i ated by 20 . . .  d4 ! ? . 

25.�b6? !  
Giv ing away the chance t o  f ight for a win  
after 2S . .ie7 ! .  
Whi te wou ld find h imse l f  under a very dan
gerous attack after 2S . .igS? ! �b8 26.lld2 
llc8 27.�f4+ �a7 28.Wd l  �a l + 29.�e2 
lle8+ 30.tt:\e4 �aS . 
But  after the correct 2S .�e7 ! �b8 
( 25 . . .�a l + 26.�b l �xb l + 27 .�xb l �xe7 
28 .lle4;l; ) 26 . .ixb4 tt:\xb4 27 .'\Wb I aS ! 
28 .�d2 d3 29.lle3 llc8 30.�e I B l ack's  
defen ive task wou ld be qu i te d i fficu l t .  
25 . . .  c;t>b8 26."il'b1 "irc4+ 27."\Wc2 "il'a2 
28.lt:Je4 
Try ing to squeeze someth i ng out of the 
po i t ion by avoiding the repet i t ion wi th  
28.�b l . 
28 . .  J:tc8 29.lt:Jc5 



Here 29.lLlc3 leads to a draw after 29 . . .  dxc3 
30.bxc3 �a3+ ( 30 . .  .'*¥a3+ 3 1 .�b2 �xc3+ 
32 .'�' xc3 �xc3 33 .l:te4;!; )  3 1 .<�d2 'ifdS+ 
32 .�d3 �a2+. 
29 . . .  �xc5 

30.'*¥xc5?? 
Throwi ng away a wel l -p layed game . 
It was necessary to take the draw after 
30.�xcS lLlb4 3 1 .�d6+ <J;a7 32 .�cS+ 
( 32 .'ifxc8 a I +  33 .Wd2 "iWxb2+-+ ) 
32 . . .<J;b8 ( 32  . . .  <J;a8 33 .l:te8 l:txe8 34.�xb4) 
33 .�d6+= .  
30. . .  a1 + 31 .cit>d2 �xb2+ 32.'ii'c2 
32 .c.td3 lLlb4+ 33 .<�e4 l:txcS 34.�xcS 
�c2+-+ . 
32 . .  ."fk'xb6 33.'ij'f5? !  
Better w a  33 .l:tb l .  
33. . .  b2+ 34.'�'c2 b4+ 35.�e2 e5 
36.�e4 �b5+ 
0- 1 

0 Milos Perunovic 
• Bojan Vuckovic 

Vrnjacka Banja 2010 

1 .e4 c6 2.d4 d5 3.e5 �f5 4.lLld2 e6 
5.g4 �96 6.lLle2 'Wb6? !  
Al though t h i  move has a fu l l  right t o  ex i st 
i t ' s  c learly i n ferior to 6 . . .  cS or 6 . . .  lLle7 .  
7. b3 
Th is  move i s  c learly better than the pa -

Caro-Kann Advanced : an SOS Trend 

s ive 7 .c3? !  cS 8 .lLlb3 lLlc6 9.dxcS �xeS 
I O.lLlxcS �xeS l l .�e3 'ifaS 1 2 .�d4 
lLlge7=,  Dmi triev-Sapis ,  Polan ica Zdroj 
1 994. 
But Whi te cou ld t ry to take advantage of 
the early 6 . . .  '*¥b6 by 7 .c4 ! ?  lLld7 8 .cS 'ifc7 
(8 . . .  lLlxcS 9.dxcS �xeS I O.'ifb3 �xf2+ 
l l .c.td l oo) 9.lLlf4 lLle7 (9 . . .  b6? ! I O.h4 
bxcS l l . hS �e4 1 2 . f3 cxd4 1 3 . fxe4 'ifxeS 
1 4 .lLld3 'ifg3+ I S .lLlf2;!; )  I O. h4 h6 1 1 .lLlxg6 
lLlxg6 1 2 .hS lLle7 1 3 .l:tb I ,  w i th  a very com
fortable advantage . 
7 . ..CiJd7 8.�e3 h5?!  8 . . .  cS ! ?. 9.lLlf4 �e4 
1 0.f3 �h7 1 1 ."�'e2 l l .lLlxhS lLlxeS . 1 1  . . .  
hxg4 1 2.fxg4 a S !  1 3.a4 1 3 .c3 a4 1 4 .lLlc l 
cS I S .�g2 a3=F.  1 3  . . .  �e4 1 3  . . .  �b4+ ! ? . 
1 4.�g2 ..ixg2 1 5.lLlxg2 c5 

g 
.t. 

1 6.0-0 
Whi te 's  force are much better mob i l i zed, 
so once the posi t ion opens  up B lack's  k ing 
wou ld be i n  serious danger. Therefore seri 
ous considerat ion deserves 1 6 .dxcS ! ?  'ifc7 
( 1 6 . . .  lLlxcS? ! 1 7 .0-0t )  1 7 .l:tf l  ( 1 7 .0-0-0 
�xeS 1 8 .lLlxcS lLlxcS 1 9 .�xcS �xeS 
20.lLlf4 lLle7 ) 1 7 . . .�xeS 1 8 .'iff2 lLlgf6 
1 9 .0-0-0. 
1 6  . . .  c4 1 7.lLld2 f6 
Perhaps 1 7  . . .  lLlh6! ?, but dangerous is 
1 7  . . .  'ifxb2 1 8 .'iff3 f6 1 9 .lLlf4 'ifb6 20.l:tae l . 
1 8.b3 ! ?  1 8 .exf6 gxf6 1 9 .lLlf4 �d6 20.b3 
cxb3 2 1 .l:tab I ;!; . 1 8  . . .  cxb3 1 9.c4 fxe5 
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20.cxd5 
20.dxe5 �c5 2 1 .cxd5 exd5 would j ust 
transpose to the game. 
20 ... exd5 21 .dxe5 �cs 22.l:tab1 b2 
23.tt:\f3 tt:\e7 24.l:txb2 �a6 

25.e6?!  

I. 
' 

I t  was j ust about t ime to seal the advan
tage by 25.'iha6 llxa6 26.llxb7 �xe3+ 
27 .tt:\xe3, enjoying an extra pawn i n  the 
endgame. 
25 ... �xe6 26.tt:\g5 �es 27.tt:\f3 �e6 
28.�xc5 �xe2 29.l:lxe2 tt:\xc5 30.tt:\g5 
b6 
30 . . .  'it>d7 3 1 .llt7 llhe8 32 .tt:\f4 'it>d6 33 .llxg7 
llac8 34.h4±. 
31 J1f7 
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31 ... tt:\e4? 
It was necessary to take care of the seventh 
rank by 3 1 . . . lla7, wi th  exce l lent chances 
to hold the pos i t ion :  32 .tt:\e3 (32 .J:lxg7 d4 
33 .tt:\f4 d3 34.lld2 lld7 unc lear) 32 . . .  tt:\e6 
33 .tiJxd5 liJxg5 34.J:lfxe7+ l:Xxe7 35 .l:Xxe7+ 
c,f;>f8 36.llb7 llh4;l; .  
32Jbg7 tt:\xg5 
32  . . .  cJ;>f8 33 .liJe6+ 'it>e8 34.liJgf4+- . 
33 . .llexe7+ �f8 34.h4 tt:\f3+ 
A bit more tubbom was 34 . . .  tiJe6, but 
Whi te w ins qu i te eas i ly  with 35 .llgt7+ 'itg8 
36.g5 . 
35.�f2 tt:\xh4 36.tt:\f4 l:th6 37.l:tef7+ 
�e8 38.tt:\xd5 .llc8 39.tt:\f6+ J:[xf6+ 
40.l:txf6 
1 -0. 



C HAPTER 1 2  

Matthieu Cornette 

GrO nfeld Fianchetto :  a New I dea 

Avoid ing the main l i ne  with 8 . . . .if5 ! ?  

1 .d4 tt:lf6 2.c4 g6 3.tt:lf3 �g7 4.g3 
Many players l i ke to play a fianchetto 
against  the K i ng's I ndian or the Griinfe ld 
Defence. 
4 .. . 0-0 S.�g2 dS 6.cxd5 tt:lxdS 7.0-0 
tt:lc6 
A ' t ricky move' accord ing to Boris Avrukh 
i n  his l . d4 - Volume Two (Qual i ty Chess, 
20 I 0) .  However after 8 .tl:lc3,  apart from 
ment ion i ng that 8 . . .  tl:lb6 9.e3 leads to the 
ab olute main l i ne,  he only considers 8 . . .  
tl:lxc3 and 8 . . .  .ie6. We have a surpri e up 
our s leeve ! 
8.tt:lc3 �fS ! ?  
Here w e  are ! I n  m y  database, there are 
on ly 1 7  games wi th  th i s  ' mal ic iou ' bi hop 

move, w i th  a very decent score (=6 -6 +5 ). 
I began to play this variat ion in  20 1 0, wi th  
good resu l ts .  The fi rst t ime I saw th i s  move 
was in the game Meier-Vach ier-Lagrave 
( see Game I ) . I was very impressed wi th  
how eas i ly  B lack equa l i zed, and I decided 
to study i t .  
The ma in  idea i s  to  preven t  Whi te 's  e4 .  By  
wai t i ng before he moves h i s  kn ight from 
d5 B lack keeps the opt ion open between 
. . .  tl:lb4, a iming for the c2 square,  and 
. . .  tl:lxc3 fol lowed by . . .  tl:la5 and . . .  c5 or of 
course . . .  tl:lb6. 
The main l i ne i 8 . . .  tl:lb6 and after 9.e3 l:l.e8 
theory i s  very compl icated, and in constant 
progress. Everyone remembers Grischuk 's  
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dramatic loss in the fi nal game of h i s  World 
Candidates' match against Gelfand. 
I ' l l  analyse three games for you : the fir  t 
one wi th  the main l i ne 9 .l:le l , i n  the sec
ond one we' l l  see the l i nes in which Whi te 
moves ti.Jf3, and the last one w i l l  cover the 
other moves. 
I n  conc l us ion :  I real ly  think th is  variation i 
a perfect ly  val id al ternative to the mai n l i ne .  
The resu l t ing po. i t ions are i n  pure Gri.infe ld 
sty le :  unc lear and very in terest ing .  

D Georg Meier 
• Maxime Vachier-Lagrave 

France tt 2010 

1 .ltJf3 ltJf6 2.c4 g6 3.ltJc3 d5 4.cxd5 
ttJxd5 5.g3 �g7 6.�g2 0-0 7.0-0 ttJc6 
8.d4 �f5 ! ?  
I perfect ly  remember th i s  game, I was play
ing next to them and when I saw th i  move 
I was very curious to see what would hap
pen next .  
9Jle1 
The most common move . Whi te wants to 
play e4. 

9 . . .  ttJxc3 
The normal move, a 9 . . .  ti.Jdb4? ! i s  no good 
after I O.e4 �g4 l l .a3 ti.Ja6 1 2 .eS ! N ( 1 2 .h3? 
Musaeva- Bre lav kaya, N ikolaev 2000) 
1 2  . . .  .ix f3 1 3 .�xf3 ft'xd4 1 4 ."iWxd4 ti.Jxd4 

98 

I S .�xb7 l:lab8 1 6 .�xa6 ti.Jf3+ l ?.<it;>f l  
ti.Jxe l 1 8 .�xe l �xeS 1 9 .�d2 J:tfd8+ 
20.�c2;!;.  
I propose the novelty 9 . . .  "iWd7 ! The main 
idea is to avoid the l l .ti.JgS l i ne below : 
• I O.ti.Ja4 ! ? - the crit ical move for the 
evaluation of this nove l ty :  I O . . .  ti.Jdb4 ! 
l l .ti.JcS c8 1 2 .e4 ( 1 2 .dS b6 ! - a very 
important react ion - 1 3 .ti.Jb3 - after 
1 3 .e4 .ig4 1 4 .ti.Jd3 �xf3 I S .�x f3  ti.Jxd3 
1 6 ."iWxd3 ti.JeS B lack has equal i zed - 1 3  . . .  
�c2 1 4."iWd2 l:ld8 1 S .e4 .ixb3 1 6 .axb3 e6 ! 
w i th  a very harp pos i t ion ) 1 2  . . .  �g4 1 3 .a3 ! 
ti.Jxd4 !  1 4 .axb4 l:ld8 I S .ti.Jd3 ! "iWd7 - the 
cri t ical pos i t ion : 

- 1 6 .eS ti.Jxf3+ 1 7 .�x f3 .ix f3 1 8 . x f3 
xd3 1 9 . xb7 "iWd4 ! and I th ink  the po i 

t i on  i s  approx i mative ly equal . 
- 1 6 .l:la3 ti.JbS ! 1 7 .h3 ! ( 1 7 .l:laS b6 ! 
1 8 .l:lxbS 'tlfxbS 1 9 .�f l  aS ; 1 7 .l:lb3 ti.Jd4 and 
the rook must come back to a3) 1 7  . . .  4.Jxa3 
1 8 .hxg4. Here B l ack has a choice. The 
computer l i kes both :  1 8  . . .  "iWxd3 1 9 . xd3 
llxd3 20.bxa3 aS and 1 8  . . .  ti.JbS 1 9 .�f l  
"iWxg4 20."iWa4 c6. 
- After 1 6 .l:le3 �h6 !  Whi te has noth ing 
better than to return the rook to e I . 
• I O.ti.JxdS "ffxdS bri ng Wh i te noth ing .  
• I O .ti.JgS ti.Jdb4 ! . A very strong move 
becau e now e4 i n ' t  poss ib le .  The d4-pawn 
i under attack and the c2- quare i s  very 
weak : l l .dS ( l l .e4? !  .ig4 ! ) l l . . .  ti.JeS ( I I .  . .  



tt:ld4 ! ?) 1 2 .l:l.fl  h6 1 3 .tt:lge4 c6 and the posi 
t ion is very unclear. 
• I O.e4 i s  the most logical move, trans
posi ng to the game after I O . . .  tt:lxc3 l l .bxc3 
�g4. 
• I O.tt:lh4 �e6 I l .e4 tt:lxc3 1 2 .bxc3 tt:la5 
wi th  a very decent po i t ion .  
1 0.bxc3 

1 0  . . . 'fkd7 
I O  . . .  �e4 was played twice. I t ' s  logical to 
prevent e4 but I don ' t  th ink th i s  is  enough to 
equa l i ze :  l l .�f l ! ( Whi te i s  now threaten
ing tt:lg5 fol lowed by e4. l l .e3 tt:la5 1 2 .tt:ld2 
�xg2 1 3 .'.t> xg2 c5=, Pou l sson-Zwaig, Oslo 
1 973 )  l l . . .  tt:la5 ( l l . . .  e5 1 2 .tt:ld2 �f5 1 3 .d5 ! 
tt:la5 1 4 .e4 �d7 1 5 .�a3 Ile8 1 6.�b4;!; )  
1 2 .tt:lg5N ( 1 2 .tt:ld2 ! ? �c6 1 3 .e4 bM, Burne
Andreassen,  ICCF emai l 2007) 1 2  . . .  �c6 
1 3 .e4 and I prefer Whi te in th i s  pos i t ion .  
1 1 .e4 
• l l .�f4 and now : l l  . . .  �e4 1 2 .�f l  ( 1 2 . 
tt:le5 gives noth ing :  1 2  . . .  �xe5 1 3 .dxe5 'fkxd I 
1 4 .l:texd l �xg2 1 5 .Wxg2 l:tfd8 1 6 .l:tab l b6 
1 7 .Wf3 Wg7= ) 1 2  . . .  tt:la5 ( 1 2  . . .  e5 ! ?  is a lso 
possib le :  1 3 .dxe5 'fkxd l 1 4 .l:taxd l h6 1 5 . h4 
l:tfe8 1 6 .�g2 l:te7 1 7 .e3 l:tb8 1 8 .l:te2 �x f3 
1 9 .�xf3 tt:lxe5= ) 1 3 .tt:ld2 ! ? ( 1 3 .tt:lg5 �d5 
1 4 .e4 �c4 1 5 .�h3 e6 with a very compl i 
cated pos i t ion)  1 3 . . .�f5 1 4 .e4 �g4 l 5 .�c2 
b6 and I th ink  B lack is OK even i f  the mo t 
d ifficu l t  i com ing .  
• I t .tt:lg5 !  i s  a very strong novelty. I t 's 

Grunfeld Fianchetto: a New Idea 

because of th i  move that I searched and 
found 9 . . .  'fkd7 ! as ment ioned above . 

Now the computer recommends l l  . . .  tt:lxd4 
but I don ' t  rea l ly  bel ieve in i t :  1 2 .cxd4 
�xd4 1 3 .�a3 �xa l 1 4 .�xa l �xa l 
1 5 .lha l c6 1 6.e4 �c8 1 7 .e5 Ile8 1 8 .l:tb l 
a5 1 9 . f4 a4 20.Wf2 l th ink  th is  endgame i s  
very unplea an t  for B lack .  
l l  . . .  �c8 looks too ugly :  1 2 .�b3 h6 
1 3 .tt:lf3;£ .  
So, after l l . . .  h 6  1 2 .e4 ! the cri t ical pos i t ion 
i s  reached. I fai led to f ind an ea y way to 
equa l i ze :  
- 1 2  . . .  hxg5 1 3 .exf5 �xf5 1 4 .�a3 ( 1 4 .�b3 
l:tab8 1 5 .�e4 'iff6 1 6 .�a3 l:tfc8 1 7  .l:tad I 
e6 1 8 .�a4 �f8 )  1 4  . . .  l:tab8 1 5 .l:tb l �f6 
1 6 .�e2 ( threaten i ng 1 7 .l:tb5 ) 1 6  . . .  a6 
1 7  .l:tb2.  A cri t ical pos i t ion .  ! th ink the pos i 
t ion i s  u nc lear bu t  even wi th  a pawn up ,  
B l ack 's  pos i t ion i s  dangerous because of  
the  act iv i ty of Whi te 's  bi shop pair. 
- after 1 2 . . .�g4 1 3 . f3 �h5 1 4 .tt:lh3 g5 
1 5 .g4 �g6 1 6 . f4 I real l y  don ' t  l i ke B l ack 's  
pos i t ion .  
• B lack  ha counterp lay after l l .�b3 b6 
1 2 .tt:lg5 h6 1 3 .e4 tt:la5 1 4 .�d l  ( 1 4 .'it'b4 
�g4 1 5 .h3 hxg5 1 6 .hxg4 e5 )  1 4  . . .  1t.g4 
1 5 . f3 �h5 1 6 .g4 1t.xg4 1 7 . fxg4 hxg5 l 8 .e5 
l:tad8 1 9 .�xg5 c5 .  
1 1  . . .  �g4 1 2. 'fkb3 
1 2 .l:tb I doesn ' t  seem very c lever, because 
B l ack wants to play . . .  tt:la5 anyway. 
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1 2 .�e3 llJa5 I H !fd3 c5 ! ( themat ic )  1 4 .d5 
b6 1 5 .llJd2 llad8 i s  unclear. B lack can play 
. .  . f5 ometimes or s imply . . .  'ifa4.  
1 2  . . .  b6 

1 3.'ifd5 
This move i a confe ion of fai l u re,  but 
other moves also fai l  to i mpres : 
- 1 3 .�f4 �xf3 ( 1 3  . . .  llJa5 fol lowed by . . .  c5 
i s  even s i mpler) 1 4 .�x f3 e5 ! 1 5 .dxe5 llJxe5 
1 6 .i.e2 'ifh3 1 7 .llad l llJg4 1 8 .i.xg4 'ifxg4 
is equa l .  
- 1 3 .llJg5 llJa5 1 4 .'ifc2 h6 1 5 .h3 ( 1 5 .llJf3 
llfd8 fol lowed by . . .  c5 ) 1 5  . . .  hxg5 1 6.hxg4 
e5 ! ( 1 6  . . .  'ifxg4 1 7 .e5 llad8 1 8 .lle4;!; )  
1 7 .'ifd l ! ( 1 7 .d5 'ifxg4; 1 7 .i.xg5 'ifxg4 
1 8 .�e3 llJc4=) 1 7  . . .  llac8 !  ( 1 7  . . .  exd4 1 8 .e5 
llad8 1 9 .i.xg5 ;!;) 1 8 .d5 c6 1 9 .�xg5 ( 1 9 . 
d6? ! i.f6 and the pawn on d6 is too weak ; 
1 9 .dxc6 'ife7 ! = )  1 9  . . .  cxd5 20.exd5 llxc3 
with a balanced posi t ion .  
- After 1 3 .�e3 llJa5 ( 1 3  . . .  e5 !? )  1 4 .'ifb4 
llac8 (after the sacri fice 1 4  . . .  c5 1 5 .dxc5 
llJc6 1 6 .'ifa3 llfd8 even the computer l i kes 
B lack 's  po it ion) 1 5 .llad l ( 1 5 .llJe5 �xeS 
1 6 .dxe5 c5 =F )  1 5  . . .  llfd8 1 6 .lld2 'ife8 I 
rea l ly  l i ke B l ack's  pos i t ion .  He can opt for 
. . .  c5 or . . .  e5 .  
13  . . .  l:tfd8 1 4.'ifxd7 �xd7 1 5.e5 llJaS 
Black ha noth ing to worry about .  1 6.�a3 
1 6 .llJg5 llac8 1 7  .e6 fxe6 1 8 .llJxe6 i.xe6 
1 9 .llxe6 c5 ! i s  aJ o equa l .  1 6  . . .  c5 
Draw. 

1 00 

D Levan Pantsulaia 
• Matthieu Cornette 

Cappelle-la-Grande 2011 

1 .llJf3 llJf6 2.g3 g6 3.�g2 �g7 4.0-0 
0-0 5.c4 d5 6.cxd5 tt:lxd5 7 .d4 lUeS 
8.tt:lc3 �f5 9.tt:lg5 
A very aggressive approach .  Even if at the 
t ime thi move was a nove l ty, I was pre
pared. Other kn ight moves are :  
• 9.llJd2 i s  an  i nterest ing idea from the 
young grandma ter Rodshte i n .  
9 . . .  llJdb4 i s  t he  sharpest move, and  now : 
- I O.e4 i.c8 I I .d5 llJd4 

(a very strange po i t ion)  1 2 .llJb3 llJbc2 
1 3 .llJxd4 ( 1 3 .llb l llJxb3 1 4 .axb3 llJb4 
1 5 .i.g5 a5 = fol lowed by . . .  b6 and . . .  �a6) 
1 3  . . .  llJxd4 1 4 .�e3 e5 ( 1 4 . . .  c5 ! ? )  1 5 .dxe6 
( 1 5 . f4 c�= )  1 5  . . .  i.xe6 fol lowed by . . .  c6 or 
. . .  c5 wi th  even chances. 
- I O.e3 �c2 l l .'iff3 e5 ! 1 2 .d5 e4 ! 
1 3 .llJdxe4 llJe5 and B lack ha the d3-square .  
- I O.d5 �c2 l l .'ife l llJd4 1 2 .a3 llJa6 1 3 .b4 
( 1 3 .e3 llJb3 1 4 .llJxb3 i.xb3 1 5 .'ife2 'ifd7 
1 6 .e4 llJc5 =) 1 3 . . .�f5 1 4 .lla2 c2 1 5 .'ifd l  
�xc3 1 6 .llxc2 i.xc2 1 7 .'ifxc2 i.g7 Whi te 
has orne compensation for the exchange. 
In tead 9 . . .  llJb6 I O.e4 i.d7 l l .llJb3 'ifc8 
1 2 .i.g5 h6 1 3 .i.e3 i.h3 1 4 .'ife2 i.xg2 
1 5 .'iPxg2 lld8 1 6 .llad l was somewhat bet 
ter  for Whi te,  Rodshtei n-Zhou J i anchao, 
Moscow 20 1 1 .  Li kewi se,  9 . . .  llJf6 doesn ' t  
seem logical t o  m e :  I O.llJb3;i; .  



However, 9 . . .  tZ:lxc3 ! ? i another poss ib i l i ty 
I O.bxc3 �d7 ! ?  and now crucia l  i s  l l .e4 
�g4 1 2 . f3 ( 1 2 .�c2 tZ:la5 fol lowed by . . .  c5 
as usual ) I 2 . . .  �xd4+ ! ( the poin t )  1 3 .cxd4 
�xd4+ 1 4 .J:lf2 �xa l 1 5 .tZ:lb3 �b l 1 6. fxg4 
J:lad8 wi th  a very unc lear posi t ion .  Whi le  
after l l .tZ:le4 �e8 ! and l i .J:le l �h3 1 2 .�h l 
e5 ! I don ' t  th ink B l ack's  posi t ion is i n ferior. 
• 9.tZ:le l was played by Gel fand against 
Mamedyarov and then by Mamedyarov 
wi th  wh i te ! 9 . . .  �e6 and now : 
- I O.e3 tZ:lxc3 l l .bxc3 �d5 1 2 .�xd5 
( 1 2 .�c2 �xg2 1 3 .tZ:lxg2 tZ:la5= fol 
lowed by  . . .  c5 )  1 2 . . .�xd5 1 3 .�b3 l:tfd8 
1 4 .tZ:ld3 ( 1 4 .�xd5 J:lxd5 i s  noth ing)  14  . . .  
b6  1 5 .�xd5 J:lxd5 1 6 .c4? ! J:la5 1 7 .a4 e5:f, 
Gel fand-Mamedyarov, A trakhan 20 1 0. 
- I O.tZ:lc2 tZ:lxc3 l l .bxc3 tZ:la5 1 2 .e4 �d7 
1 3 .�f4 and now 1 3  . . .  c6 ! ?  i s  the s implest 
way to equal i ze .  The next move i s  1 4  . . .  tZ:lc4 .  
Mamedyarov-Yachier-Lagrave, Moscow 
20 1 0, in tead cont inued 1 3  . . .  J:lac8 1 4 .h4 
( 1 4 .tZ:le3 tZ:lc4 1 5 .d5 tZ:lxe3 1 6 .�xe3 �g4 
1 7 .f3 �h3=) 1 4 . . .�g4 1 5 .�f3 �h3 1 6.J:le l 
c5 wi th  unclear play. 
- I O.e4 tZ:lxc3 l l .bxc3 �c4 1 2 .tZ:ld3 tZ:lxd4 ! 
1 3 .cxd4 �xd4 1 4 .tZ:lb2 �xf l 1 5 .�xf l  
J:lad8 fol lowed b y  . . .  b 6  and . . .  c5 . 
• 9.tZ:lh4 is not so impressive but looks 
more logical to me than 9.tZ:le I :  9 . . .  �e6 
( logica l )  I O.e4 tZ:lxc3 l l .bxc3 tZ:la5 ( as 
always) and now : 
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- 1 2 .tZ:lf3 c5 1 3 .d5 �d7 !?  ( 1 3 . . .�g4) 
1 4 .�d3 ( after 1 4 .e5 �b5 1 5 .l:te l �c4 
B lack's  pos i t ion is good because the d5 
pawn i s  weak. 1 4 .�c2 tZ:lc4 1 5 .�f4 �a5) 
1 4  . . .  b5 1 5 .�f4 tZ:lc4 leads to a very unc lear 
posi t ion .  
- 1 2 .e5 �d5 1 3 .�xd5 �xd5 1 4 .�a3 
( 1 4 .�f3 c6=) 1 4  . . .  tlfe8 1 5 .tZ:lg2 tZ:lc4 
1 6 .tZ:le3 ( 1 6 .tZ:lf4 �c6 fol lowed by . . .  e6) 
1 6  . . .  tZ:lxe3 1 7 . fxe3 f6 ! ( B lack has no prob
lem at a l l )  1 8 .�d3 fxe5 1 9 .e4 �d7 20.d5 
e6 draw, Zhou J ianchao-Vachier Lagrave, 
Moscow 20 I 0. 
- After 1 2 .d5 �d7 1 3 .�d3 c6 ! ( the the
mat ic break )  1 4 .�g5 cxd5 1 5 .exd5 h6 
1 6 .�e3 ( 1 6 .�d2 J:lc8:f)  1 6 . . .�c7 1 7 .J:lac l 
J:rac8 1 8 .i.d4 e5 ! 1 9 .dxe6 �xe6 the posi 
t ion i s  st i l l  about equal but Whi te has t o  be 
accurate to keep the balance. 
9 . . . tl:lxc3 1 O.bxc3 tl:la5 
I O . . .  h6? ! l l .tZ:le4 fol lowed by . . .  tZ:lc5 
1 1 .e4 
l l .i.f4 h6 1 2 .tZ:le4 b6 1 3 .tZ:ld2 J:lc8 1 4.e4 
..te6 wi th  an unclear pos i t ion .  There w i l l  
fol low . . .  �d7 and  B lack w i l l  have the 
choice between . . .  c6 and . . .  c5 .  
l l .�a4 c5 ! fol lowed by . . .  �d7 and . .  .l';:[c8. 
1 1  . . . �d7 

1 2.e5 
- 1 2 .llb l c5 1 3 .e5 ( 1 3 .dxc5 �c8 1 4 .�e3 
h6 1 5 .tZ:lf3 tZ:lc4 1 6 .�d3 tZ:lxe3 1 7 .�xe3 
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Matthieu Cornette 

b6 ! is themat ic, B lack sei ze the i n i t iat ive; 
1 3 .l:te l l:tc8; 1 3 .d5 b5 ! )  1 3  . . .  cxd4 1 4 .cxd4 
h6 1 5 .ltJe4 ( I S .ltJtJ ..ie6=) 1 5  . . .  b6 1 6  . ..ie3 
l:tc8 ( 1 6  . . .  ..ie6? wou ld now be a mistake 
because of 1 7  .d5 ! )  fol lowed by . . .  ..ic6 or 
. . .  ..ie6 i s  equaL 
- 1 2  . ..if4 c5 1 3 .e5 h6 1 4.ltJe4 cxd4 1 5 .cxd4 
l:tc8 1 6 .l:tc I ( after 1 6 .d5 g5 the e5 pawn i s  
very weak ) 16  . . .  b6  1 7 .�e2 ..ie6 1 8 .l:txc8 
�xc8 1 9 .l:tc l  �d7 20.d5 ! ?  ..ixd5 2 1 .l:td l 
..ic4 22 .l:txd7 ..ixe2= .  
- 1 2 .�e2 c5 1 3 . ..ie3 a6 1 4 .l:tfc l h6 1 5 .ltJtJ 
..ib5 fol lowed by . . .  ltJc4. 
1 2  . . .  c5 1 3.l:te1 cxd4 
Not 1 3  . . .  h6? ! 1 4 .e6 ! hxg5 1 5 .exd7 �xd7 
1 6  . ..ixg5 ;!; . 
1 4.cxd4 l:tc8 I th ink the pos i t ion is bal
anced. 1 5.h4 
1 5 .e6 gives Whi te noth ing :  1 5  . . .  ..ixe6 
1 6.ltJxe6 fxe6. 
1 5  . . .  l:tc4! ?  
With the idea t o  sac a n  exchange ! I n  tead, 
1 5  . . .  ..if5 was the most logical move, when 
B lack has no problems. 
1 6.�d5 
Play i s  unc lear after 1 6  . ..ie3 ..ia4 1 7 . d2 
l:tc2 1 8 .�d3 ltJc4 1 9 .l:tec I ltJxe3 20.�xe3 
b6. I nstead 1 6  . . .  ..ic6? ! ( the move I i n tended 
to play ) i s  not so strong after 1 7 .e6 ! .  
1 6  . . .  �c6! 1 7.�xc4 ltJxc4 1 8.d5 
After 1 8 .ltJe4 �d5 B lack has defin i te ly  
enough compensation for the  exchange. 
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1 8  . . .  �xe5? ?  
I t ' s  very d i fficu l t  for m e  t o  expla in w h y  I 
played such a bad move, espec ia l ly  as I saw 
the right varat ion .  
1 8  . . .  �xd5 ! i s  of course the best move ! :  
1 9 .�xd5 ..ixd5 20.f4 ( 20 . ..if4 h6) 2 0  . . .  f6 ! 
2 1 .l:td I e6 22.exf6 ..ixf6 23 .l:tb I l:tc8 wi th  
an unclear pos i t ion, but  only B lack can be 
better. 
A l so unbalanced is 1 8  . . .  ..ixd5 1 9  . ..if4 'iWa5 
20.�d4 ! .  
1 9.dxc6 �xd1 20J:txd 1 �xa1 21 .�f4? 
After thi move B lack i back in the game. 
- 2 1 .c7 ! ..ie5 ( 2 1 . . .  ltJd6 22 . ..if4) 22 .ltJxh7 ! .  
Ouch ! Th i s  move wins  o n  the spot . 
- 2 1 .cxb7 ! ?  ..ie5 22 .l:td7 ! ..id6 23 . ..if4 ! 
..ixf4 24.gx f4 ltJd6 25 .l:txe7 l:tb8 26.l:td7 h6 
was my main l i ne ,  but even th i s  is losing 
after 27 .l:txd6 hxg5 28.l:td7. 
21 . . .  �e5 22 . ..ixe5 22.l:tc I b5 ! .  22 . . .  ltJxe5 
23.cxb7 l:tb8 24.l:tb1 ltJd7 25.ltJe4 
�f8 26.a4 �e8 27.a5 a6 28.l:tc1 'iPd8 
29.ltJg5 ltJeS! 30.f4 h6 31 .ltJe6+ fxe6 
32.fxe5 l:txb7 33.l:tc6 �d7 34.l:txa6 
l:tb5 35.l:ta7+ 'iPe8 36.a6 l:txe5 Draw. 

D Radoslaw Wojtaszek 
• Maxime Vachier-Lagrave 

Warsaw European Blitz 2010 

1 .d4 ltJf6 2.c4 g6 3.g3 :ig7 4.:ig2 0-0 
5.ltJc3 ltJc6 6.ltJf3 d5 7.cxd5 ltJxdS 
s.o-o �ts 9.�b3! ?  
I f  the strong Pol ish grandmaster plays th is  
move i t  mu t deserve some attent ion .  
• 9.e3 i s  qu i te sol id :  9 . . .  ltJxc3 ( the most 
logical move ) I O.bxc3 . B lack has a choice : 
- I O . . .  ..ie4 ! ? ( the s imple t )  l l . a4 ( I I . 
ltJd2 ..ixg2 1 2 .'iPxg2 ltJa5 fol lowed by . . .  b6 
and . . .  c5 . ;  J l .l:te I ltJa5 1 2  . ..if l  c5 1 3 .ltJd2 
..ic6= ) l l . . .  ltJa5 1 2  . ..ia3 ltJc4 (after 1 2  . . .  
b 6  I th ink B lack has n o  problem ) 1 3 .ltJd2 
..ixg2 1 4 .Wxg2 ltJxa3 1 5 .l:txa3 c5= N i  
Hua-Yang Kaiq i ,  Olongapo C i ty  20  I 0 .  



- I O . . .  tt::la5 ( the move I p layed is also log i 
cal ) I l .tt::ld2 c5 1 2 .tt::lb3 cxd4 1 3 .cxd4 J:tb8 
1 4 .tt::lxa5 'ifxa5 1 5 .�d2 'ifa6 1 6 .'fi'b3 �d3 
1 7 .J:tfc l  e5 ! when after 1 8 .�b4 B lack was 
OK in Manea-Cornette, A ix - les- Bains ch
EUR 20 I I . The best chance for Whi te was 
1 8 .�d5 ! exd4 1 9 .e4 ! .  
• 9.tt::lxd5 'ifxd5 was what I played i n  a 
rapid tournament and many t imes on inter
net: after I O.tt::le5? ! ( I  O.tt::lh4 'it'xd4 l l .tt::lxf5 
gxf5 - even i f  i t '  c lear that Whi te has some 
compensat ion, i t ' s  not enough to pretend 
hav i ng an advantage) I O . . .'�xd4 l l .tt::lxc6 
bxc6 and only B lack can be sl ight ly better. 
9 . . .  tt::lb6 
9 . . .  tt::lxc3 ! ? ( th i s  novel ty looks perfect ly  
playable) I O.bxc3 ( I  O.'�' xc3? !  tt::lxd4:f )  
I O  . . .  b6 ( I O . . .  �e4? ! l l .fVxb7 ! ;!; ) . The rest i s  
qu ite s imple :  

- l l .tt::lh4 �d7 1 2 .J:td l ( 1 2 .�g5 J:tc8 fol 
lowed by  . . .  tt::la5 and  . . .  c5 ) 1 2  . . .  tt::la5 1 3 .'it'b4 
J:tc8 1 4 .�e3 (Wh ite is t ry i ng to prevent 
. . .  c5 ) 1 4 . . .�e6 ( w i th the idea . . .  �d5) 1 5 .d5 
c5 ! .  A very trong move . B lack has no 
problems. 
- l l .�f4 tt::la5 1 2 .'�a4 ( 1 2 .'ifb5 �e4 
1 3 .J:tad l J:tc8 1 4 .tt::le5 �xg2 1 5 .'it;lxg2 

e8=) 1 2 . . .�e4 1 3 .J:tac l J:tc8 1 4 .J:tfd l 
'ife8= . 
- After l l .'ifb5 �e4 1 2 .J:td I tt::la5 I don ' t  
ee  any reason why  Whi te hould be better. 

1 0  . .1:1d 1 

GrOnfeld Fianchetto: a New Idea 

I O.d5 give an i nterest ing pos i t ion after 
I O  . . .  tt::la5 l l .'ifb4 tt::lac4 1 2 .e4 aS 1 3 .fVb3 
�g4 1 4 .�f4 'ifd7 . 

1 0  . . .  d7 
I O . . .  a5 ! ?  i s  a very i nterest ing al ternat ive: 
- l l .d5 a4 ! ( an important in termedi 
ate move) 1 2 .tt::lxa4 ( 1 2 .fVa3 tt::le5 wi th  an  
unclear pos i t ion)  1 2 . . .  aS  1 3 .'fi'b4 tt::lc6 ! 
1 4 .fVe l ( 1 4 .'t!Yb3 tt::la5 wi th  a draw by rep
et i t ion ) 1 4  . . .  tt::lb4 ! ( a  crazy move ! )  1 5 .fVxb4 
( 1 5 .tt::lxb6 tt::lc2:f ) 1 5  . . .  llxa4 1 6 . b3 J:tc4 
1 7 .tt::le l �d7 1 8 .J:td2 �a8 and in spi te of 
Whi te ' s  extra pawn,  B lack has a strong 
in i t iat ive. 
- l l .e4 a4 1 2 .�c2 �g4 1 3 .tt::le2 ( 1 3 . 
tt::lb5 lla5 ! )  1 3  . . .  e5 ! ?  wi th  a double-egded 
pos i t ion .  
- l l .a4 tt::lb4 ( B lack should be OK wi th 
such a quare ) 1 2 .e4 �g4 13 . ..tf4 c6 
1 4 .tt::la2 ( 1 4 .tt::le2 J:tc8= )  1 4 . . .�e6 ! 1 5 .d5 
tt::l6xd5 ! (an important blow that gives 
B lack a decent pos i t ion)  1 6 .tt::lg5 ( 1 6 .exd5 
..txd5 1 7 .'ife3 tt::lc2 1 8 .'fi'c l tt::lxa l 1 9 .fVxa l 
�b6) 1 6  . . .  tt::lxf4 1 7  .tt::lxe6 tt::lxe6 1 8 .J:txd8 
J:[fxd8 with powerfu l compensat ion.  
1 1 .d5 tt::la5 1 2 .�b4 tt::lac4 1 3.tt::ld4 aS 
1 4. b5 1 4 .�c5 ! ? may be an i mprove
ment for Whi te .  
14 . . .  tt::ld6 1 5.'ii'xd7 �xd7 1 6.�g5 l:rfe8 
Th is  posi t ion is equa l ,  but as th is  was a 
b l i tz  game the remainder is not o re levant .  
B lack won on move 56.  
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CHAPTER 1 3  

Max Illingworth 

Sicilian : the I l l ingworth Gam bit 

Sacrif ic i ng a p iece with 8 .0-0 !  

The Kan (or Pau lsen )  S ic i l ian has a wel l 
d e  erved reputation o f  being sol id yet very 
flex ible,  and it is far from easy to prove an 
advantage again  t i t .  The gambit  I propose 
against the crit ical 5 .c4 tLlf6 6.tLlc3 ..tb4 
(7 .�d3 tt:lc6 8 .0-0 ! )  is not only very surpris
i ng, but a lso puts B lack under immediate 
pressure and offer. good chances of achiev
i ng an edge out of the open i ng .  This means 
that the gambi t  can be effect ive even against  
an opponent who i s  aware of the l i ne .  

D M a x  l l l ingworth 
• Yuan Zhao Zong 

Cammeray Australian Open 2011 

1 .e4 c5 2. f3 e6 3.d4 cxd4 4.tZ:lxd4 a6 
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5.c4 tLlf6 6.tZ:lc3 �b4 
6 .. ."i!fc7 is s l ight ly more popular, but 
Whi te '  chances shou ld be s l ight ly prefer
able in the mai n l i ne wi th  7 .a3, and those 
look i ng for an SOS- tyle al ternat ive shou ld 
i nvest igate 7 .�e2 ! ?. 
7.�d3 tLlc6 8.0-0! 
Aston i h i ng !  I have a confession to make at 
thi poin t - I did not come up wi th  th is  idea 
i ndependent ly. I t  was proposed by 'brabo' 
on ChessPub Forum, and th i s  gambit was 
d i  cu sed by some of the members of the 
Forum .  However, as I am the fi rst ( and at 
the t ime of wri t i ng, on ly)  person to play th i  
gambit  i n  a tournament game, I th ink i t  i s  
fai r  to ca l l  8 .0-0 the ' I l l i ngworth Gambit ' .  



B . . . ttJxd4 
A surpri sed opponent may decide to dec l i ne 
the sacrifice wi th 8 . .  .'it'c7.  I wi l l  cons ider 
this in the theoretical ect ion .  
9.e5 
Now B lack cannot retreat with 9 . . .  tLlg8, 
because after I O.'it'g4 Whi te i threaten i ng 
to w i n  the h8 rook wi th  'it'xg7 a wel l  as 
regain the lost piece wi th 'it'xd4, and after 
I O  . . .  tbe7 l l .'�xd4 tLlc6 1 2 .'it'g4 Whi te ha 
a very pleasant pos i t ion .  

9 . . .  �e7 
A sol id  move, wi th  the idea that after the 
bishop recaptures on f6, the d4-kn ight w i l l  
b e  protected and B lack's  bi shop w i l l  be 
wel l placed on the long diagona l .  
B lack 's  main al ternat ive are 9 . . .  tLlc6 and 
9 . . .  0-0, which I w i l l  analyse in the theoret i 
ca l  sect ion .  
1 0.exf6 
I O .�e3 ! ? tLlc6 w i l l  transpose to the game 
after I l .exf6 �xf6, but Whi te has an i nter
est i ng al ternat ive i n  l l .tLla4 ! ?, when I I  . . .  
d 6  ( the computer l i ne 1 1  . . .  0-0 1 2 .�b6 'it'e8 
1 3 .exf6 �xf6 fee l s  unnatural to me: after 
1 4 .c5;!; B lack 's  c8-bishop and a8-rook are 
entombed, and I wou ld defi n i tely prefer 
White 's  pos i t ion)  1 2 .exf6 �xf6 1 3 . b6 
l:tb8 1 4 .�e4 0-0 1 5 . d2 give White good 
long-term compensat ion for the pawn ,  as 
B lack cannot ea i l y  complete h i s  deve lop-

Sici l ian :  the I l l ingworth Gambit 

ment and the d6-pawn i s  qu i te vu lnerable .  
However, I th ink my choice i n  the game i s  
more cri t ical ,  i ntending to c lamp down on 
the d6- quare wi th  tLle4.  
1 0  . . .  �xf6 

1 1 .�e3 
This i. not the on ly move, but th is  is cer
tai n ly  the most natura l ,  con t i nu ing devel 
opment and prevent ing cast l i ng due to the 
di  covered attack wi th  �xh7 .  
That said, l l .tLle4 ! ? de erves attent ion,  for 
example: 
• 1 1 . . .  0-0 1 2 .'it'h5 ! ? ( 1 2 .tLlxf6+ �xf6 
1 3 .�e3 tLlf5 1 4 .�xf5 'it'xf5 1 5 .c5 is bet ter 
for Whi te, who has succeeded in trappi ng 
the c8 bi shop, but 1 3  . . .  tLlc6 ! ? with the idea 
of . . .  d5 i s  a better t ry. The tempt i ng 1 2 .c5 ? !  
a l lows the urpri s i ng 1 2  . . .  d5 ! 1 3 .cxd6 �e5,  
when B lack wi l l  get  h i s  pieces i nto the 
game, wi th good chances) 
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Max I l l ingworth 

and now : 
- 1 2  . . .  tLlf5 1 3 .tLlx f6+ ( 1 3 .g4 g6 1 4 .�h3 
tLld4 1 5 .�h6 .l:le8 1 6 .tLld6 .l:le7 gives 
Wh i te an i n i t i at i ve ,  but th is  seems  u nnec
essari l y  ri sky - if B l ack  manages to com
plete h is  deve lopment after moves l i ke 
. . .  b5 and . . .  �b7 then Wh i te may regret 
p lay ing g4) 1 3  . . .  �xf6 1 4 .g4 g6 1 5 .�g5 !  
�xg5 1 6 .�xg5 tLld4 1 7  .�f6 tLlc6 and 
Wh i te can force a drawish  endgame i f  he 
w ishes w i t h  1 8 .c5 b6 ! ( otherw i se B l ack  
i s  strugg l i ng )  1 9 .�e4 ! bxc5  20.�xc6 
dxc6 2 l  . .l:lfc I .l:lb8 2 2  . .1:lxc5 w i t h  equal i ty. 
B l ack  w i l l  have to ret u rn the ex t ra pawn to 
bri ng his c8  b i shop to l i fe .  
O f  course, Whi te can mai ntai n the pressure 
wi th 1 8  . .1:lfd I d5 1 9 .g5 wi th  good compen
sat ion for the pawn even after the exchange 
of queens, but i t  i s  encouraging to know 
that the worst-case scenario for Whi te after 
l l .tLle4 i s  an equal endgame. 
- instead , 1 2  . . .  g6 1 3 .tLlxf6+ �xf6 1 4 .�g5 

e5 1 5 . h4 gives Whi te fantast ic com
pensat ion i n  his bi shop pair, lead i n  devel 
opment ,  ha lf-open d- and  e-f i les for h i s  
rook and a strong i n i t iat ive. 
• l l  . . .  �e7 i s  more ambit ious,  keep
i ng the bishop pair, but after 1 2 .c5 d5 
( 1 2  . . .  0-0 1 3 .tLld6 �xd6 1 4 .cxd6 f5 1 5 .�e3 

f6 1 6 .�c4 !  tLlc6 1 7 .�b6 �xb2 1 8  . .1:lb l 
favours Whi te)  1 3 .cxd6 Axd6 1 4 .�e3 tLlc6 
1 5 .tl:lxd6+ �xd6 1 6 .J:lc l only Whi te can be 
better wi th B lack 's  k i ng stuck in the centre 
for some t ime .  
1 1  . . . tl:lc6 
By mov ing the kn ight, B lack prepares to 
cast le .  
l l  . . .  d6 i s  the al ternat ive, offering the extra 
pawn back to catch up in development,  but 
White can keep the in i t iat ive with 1 2  . .1:le I ! 
�e5 1 3 . f4 �f6 1 4.�xh7 and White w i l l  have 
the compensation without the pawn defic i t .  
S imply bad i 1 1 . . .0-0? 1 2 .�xd4 �xd4 
1 3 .�xh7+ �xh7 1 4 .'ihd4± . 
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1 2 .tl:le4! ?  
O n  the ChessPub Forum 'brabo' gave 1 2 .c5 
an exclamation mark, but my over-the
board inspiration seems j ust as good . 
• 1 2 .�h5 ! ?  was brabo's other idea ( i ntend
ing 1 2  . . .  �a5 1 3 .'�'xa5 tl:lxa5 1 4 .c5 when 
White's compensation endures i nto the 
endgame) :  
- 1 2  . . .  d6 1 3  . .1:lad I �e7 14  . .1:lfe I �aS 
1 5 .�g4 g6 1 6.�h6 and Whi te is better as 
B lack's k ing w i l l  remai n vu l nerable even i f  
he  cast les queenside. 
- The counter- acri fice 1 2  . . .  b5 comes up 
short after 1 3 .cxb5 axb5 1 4 .tl:lxb5 d5 1 5 .Ac5 
�e7 1 6.�xe7 �xe7 1 7 .l:!.ac l �b7 1 8 .J:tfe l 
and with Whi te threaten ing .l:lxe6 - . . .  xe6 
tl:lc7 - B lack w i l l  have to play . . .  rJolf8 after 
which his posi t ion w i l l  be very unpleasant .  
- I t 's not c lear i f  1 2  . .  .'�a5 1 3 .�xa5 tl:lxa5 
1 4 .c5 i s  better for Whi te after 1 4  . . .  d5 ! 
1 5 .cxd6 �d7,  but 1 4 .�c5 looks l i ke a good 
al ternat ive. 
• 1 2 .c5 0-0 ( 1 2  . . .  �e7 with the idea of 
. . .  d6 i s  i nadv i sable as this opens up the 
centre for Whi te 's  better deve loped pieces: 
1 3 . e2 - 1 3 .tl:le4, see 1 2 .tl:le4 �e7 1 3 .c5 -
1 3  . . .  d6 1 4 .cxd6 �xd6 I S  . .I:lfd I �c7 1 6 .g3 
0-0 1 7  . .l:lac I .l:ld8 1 8 .tl:la4 with an edge 
for Whi te, a given by brabo on Ches Pub 
Forum) .  Now 1 3 .tl:le4 w i l l  transpose to the 
main game, but brabo' 1 3 .tl:la4 is a good 
al ternat ive: 



- 1 3  . . .  g6 looks strongest .  'Matemax ' on 
ChessPub Forum suggested the idea of 
. . .  e5,  . . .  tLld4 and . . .  d6, freei ng B lack's  
po i t ion, but  th is  seems a bi t  too s low by 
B lack .  1 4 .'it'b3 (or 1 4 .'ifd2 �e7 I S .J:!.ad I 
d5 1 6 .cxd6 'ifxd6 1 7 .tLlb6 J:!.b8 1 8 .tLlc4 
'it'd5 1 9 .'i!fc3 wi th a compl icated pos i t ion 
where I wou ld rather be Whi te)  1 4  . . .  d5 
( 1 4 . . .  tLld4 ! ?) 1 5 .cxd6 bS ! 1 6 .tLlc5 ( 1 6 .�e4 
J:!.b8 ! )  1 6 . . .'ifxd6 1 7 .tLle4 'ifd8 1 8 .tLlxf6+ 
'ifxf6 1 9 .a4 wi th  sufficient compensation 
for the pawn .  
- After 1 3  . . .  ..ie5 'brabo' reconunended 
1 4 . f4, but I wou ld prefer the computer' 
1 4 .tLlb6 ! J:!.b8 1 5 .tLlc4 �c7 ( forfe i t ing the 
bishop pair can ' t  be in B lack 's  best i n ter
est ) 1 6.'ifd2 fS 1 7 .�g5 e8 1 8 .J:!.fe l and 
Whi te has the better chances, as B lack can
not complete his deve lopment easi ly. Whi te 
can later play ..if4 to ensure complete con
trol over the d6-square .  
- 1 3  . . .  e5 was also suggested by Matemax , 
but runs i nto 1 4 .tLlb6 J:!.b8 1 5 .�f5 tLld4 
1 6 .�xd4 exd4 1 7 .'ifd3 wi th a clearly bet
ter posi t ion for Whi te - 'ifg3 w i l l  win the 
exchange - as given by 'brabo' . 
1 2  . . .  0-0 
Thi is not the only move, but i t  seems be t 
to get cast led as soon as possible .  
- 1 2  . . .  �xb2? ! i s  too greedy to be good : 
1 3 .tLld6+ 'iti>f8 1 4 .J:l.b l ..ieS 1 5 .�c5 and 
B lack may be up two pawns, but his k i ng 

Sici l ian:  the I l l i ngworth Gambit 

i s  precariously placed and he st i l l  has the 
problem of developing his queenside. 
- l 2  . . .  ..ie7 i s  the computer's suggest ion, 
when the posi t ion after 1 3 .c5 ( rather than 
1 3 .'it'g4 g6 1 4 .tLlg5 dS which i s  pretty sol id 
for B lack,  who i s  st i l l  a pawn up) 1 3  . . .  f5 
1 4 .tLld6+ �xd6 1 5 .cxd6 0-0 i s  not clear at 
al l .  For example, play cou ld cont inue 1 6 .a4 
b6 1 7 .'ifd2 �b7 1 8 .J:!.fc l  J:!.c8 1 9 .�f l  wi th 
a complex struggle ahead . 
1 3.c5 ! ?  
This move i s  qu i te i n terest i ng, sacrific
i ng a second pawn to clamp down on the 
d6-square, but I don ' t  th ink  i t  g ives Whi te 
an advantage. 
Perhaps I shou ld have grabbed the bi shop 
pai r wi th 1 3 .tLlx f6+ 'ifxf6, but even here 
it is far from clear whether Whi te ha an 
advantage or only sufficient compensa
t ion :  1 4  . ..ic5 ( 1 4 .'ifc2 g6 I S .'ifb3 i s  also 
possible, for i nstance 1 5  . . .  d5 1 6 .cxd5 exdS 
1 7  . ..ic5 J:!.d8 1 8 .J:l.fe I with 'on ly '  sufficient 
compensijtion for the pawn ;  1 4 . d2 ! ?  dS 
I S .�gS 1!1'd4 1 6 .J:!.ac l i s  im i lar) 1 4  . . .  J:!.e8 
1 5 .�d6 ! 'ifxb2 1 6 .c5 

and I 'd rather be Whi te i n  this unclear posi 
t ion, though he  does need to  start an attack 
on the k i ng ide before B lack can conso l i 
date wi th  move l i ke . . .  b5  or  . . .  b6. 
1 3  . . .  ..Q.xb2 
Zhao correct ly grabs the pawn as otherwise 
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White ha achieved the very usefu l  c5 for 
free. 
1 3  . . .  dS 1 4 .cxd6 �xb2 I S .l:tb l �d4 1 6.�c4 
favours Wh i te,  as the d6 pawn is more 
l i ke ly to be a strength than a weakness. 
1 4.l:tb1 ..Q.d4 
1 4  . . .  �e5 I S . f4 fi..c7 1 6.a4 fS 1 7 .ttJd6 
1i..xd6 1 8 .cxd6 bS 1 9 .axb5 axb5 20.1i..xb5 
i s  not clear e i ther: B lack has consol idated 
h i s  pos i t ion but Wh i te reta ins long-term 
compensation due to his superior mi nor 
pieces and the d6-pawn wedged in B lack's  
pos i t ion .  
15 . ..Q.xd4 t2Jxd4 1 6.lLJd6 

It look bizarre to exchange the dark
squared bishops in thi manner, but Zhao 
had a clever tactical idea in m ind .  
1 6  . . .  tt:lb5! 
Now Whi te has to ei ther al low B lack 
to exchange on d6 or open the a-fi le for 
B lack's rook.  My choice is probably the 
lesser ev i l .  
1 7  . ..Q.xb5 axb5 1 8.l:txb5 
1 8 .'it'd2 b6 1 9 .cxb6 'it'xb6 20.llxb5 gives 
Whi te one more pawn than in the game, but 
set t ing the c8-bishop free i sn ' t  worth i t .  
1 8  . . .  :xa2 1 9. 'it'b3 lla6 
I wasn ' t  sure what was going on in the 
pos i t ion at t h i s  stage . B l ack i s  essent i a l l y  
down a piece, bu t  the c8 -b i  hop  defends 
B l ack ' b7- and d7-pawns .  The game 
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cont i n uat ion suggests that the pos i t ion i s  
balanced. 
20.l:tb6 
20.l:td I may be margina l ly  more accurate, 
si nce B lack i sn ' t  threaten ing . . .  b6 in the 
near future .  
20 . . .  'it'g5! 

.t. i. .  
i i i i i  

i. kl  tZJ i 
1:::, 'if 

'if 
1:::, 1:::, £::, 
n �  

Active defence - in  the game Zhao i s  able 
to create just enough counterplay to main
tai n the balance. 
21 .'it'b4 �d5 22.h3 l:ta2 23.'it'c3 f5 
My last few moves were not the mo t accu
rate, and now B lack may even be a l in le 
bener, s i nce I have to be carefu l  wi th  my 
k i ng, and i f  my b6 rook moves then . . .  b6 
becomes a seriou po s ib i l i ty. 
24J.te1 
With th is  move, I un i ntent ional ly set up a 
sneaky threat . 
24 . . .  h6?!  
A good move, except that i t  doesn ' t  stop 
Whi te's threat of tt:le8 ! .  
25.�e5? !  
Now B lack i s  doing wel l  aga in .  
2S .tt:le8 ! l:txe8 26.l:td6 wins  the  queen, 
however i t ' s  hard to imagine B lack losing 
after 26 . . .  'ifc6 27 .l:txc6 bxc6. 
25 . . .  �xes 26.l:txe5 
Whi te shou ld be able to draw th i s  endgame, 
but he has to d isplay a bit of care .  
26 . . .  l:ta5 



27.f4! 
Stopping B lack from playing . . .  g5 eas i ly ;  
perhaps B lack shou ld have played . . .  g5  a 
move earl ier. 
27 . . .  g5 28.fxg5 hxg5 29.g4! 
Now all of the pawns w i l l  be l iqu idated 
wi th gxf5 ,  and .. . f4 doesn ' t  come close to 
a w in  ei ther. 
29 . . .  l:ta1 + 30.<t>h2 J:ta2+ 31 .Wg 1  J:ta1 + 
32.Wh2 
And drawn .  
I was very pleased that my  open ing held out 
against Austral ia 's number one p layer. 

Theoretical Section 

Now we w i l l  consider B lack '  other an wer 
to 8 .0-0. 
1 .e4 c5 2.ll::lf3 e6 3.d4 cxd4 4.tl::lxd4 a6 
5.c4 tl::lf6 6.tl::lc3 �b4 7.�d3 tl::lc6 8.0-0 
tl::lxd4 
• 8 . . .  �xc3? ! 9 .bxc3 wou ld leave White a 
fu l l  tempo ahead on the 8 .a3 �xc3 9.bxc3 
variat ion, which can only be favourable for 
White .  
• Al low ing e5 wi th 8 . . .  0-0? ! 9 .ltJxc6 dxc6 
I O.e5 give Whi te a ri k-free edge due to 
his space advantage after I O . . .  ltJd7 l l .J:!.e I 
ltJc5 1 2 .�c2.  
• 8 . . .  d6 i s  a safe al ternat ive :  9 .�e3 ( the 
tempt i ng 9.ltJxc6 bxc6 I O.'�a4 i sn ' t  o 

Sici l ian:  the I l l i ngworth Gambit 

good after I O . . .  J:!.b8 ! l l .e5 ltJg4 1 2 .'tlfxc6+ 
�d7 fol lowed by . . .  ltJxe5 , wi th superb 
counterplay for B lack)  9 . . .  0-0 I O.ltJxc6 
bxc6 and B lack i s  olid but Whi te can c la im 
a pu l l  after l l .ltJa4 ! ( a  typical p lan i n  th is  
pawn structure)  l l . . .�a5 1 2 .c5 d5 1 3 .e5 
ltJd7 1 4. f4 due to his space advantage and 
more act ive pieces. 
• 8 . . .  'tlfc7 

was suggested by 'drkodos' on ChessPub 
Forum,  but thi in fact tran poses to 7 . . .  
'tlfc7 8 .  0-0 ltJc6, which i s  known t o  favour 
Whi te s l ight ly based on the game Karpov
M i les, Brusse ls  1 986: 9 .ltJf3 ( i f  Whi te for 
some reason wi shes to avoid 9.ltJf3 then 
9.ltJxc6 dxc6 I O.�e3 e5 l l .ltJa4 or 9.�e3 
with the idea of 9 . . .  ltJe5 I O.ltJf3 ! N  ltJxc4 
l l .�xc4 'tlfxc4 1 2 .ltJa4 ! a ment ioned by 
'sssthepro' on ChessPub Forum also offer 
good chances of an advantage) 9 . . .  0-0 
I O.�d2 b6 ( th is  looks best even though 
Karpov went on to w i n )  l l .J:!.c I 'tlfb8 ( I I . . .  
ltJg4 ! ? offered more chances o f  equal i ty)  
1 2 .'tlfe2 �d6 1 3 .�h l �c7 1 4 .�b l  �b7 
1 5 .J:!.cd l h6 1 6.b3 J:!.e8 1 7 .J:!.de l d6 1 8 .�e3 

g4 1 9 .�c I ltJge5 20.�b2 �d8 2 l .J:!.d I 
�f6 22 .ltJe I and Whi te had a smal l edge . 
9.e5 
We covered 9 . . .  �e7 in l l l i ngworth-Zhao, 
which leaves the moves 9 . . .  0-0 and 9 . . .  
ltJc6 t o  consider, a s  9 . . .  �xc3 I O.bxc3 ltJc6 
l l .exf6 'tlfxf6 w i l l  transpose to 9 . . .  ltJc6. 
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Variation A 
9 . . .  0-0 
Cast l i ng wa suggested by ' J udgeMeek' on 
ChessPub Forum .  Now 'brabo' analysed 
I O.�e3 , mention i ng I O.exf6 and I O.�g5 i n  
pas i ng. 
1 0.�e3! 
I nstead I O.exf6 'ii'xf6 l l .ci:le4 is a lso i nter
est i ng, but I don ' t  th ink Whi te is object ively 
better after l l . . .  'ii'e5 ! 1 2 .g3 (or 1 2 . f4 'ii'c7 
when Whi te can and probably shou ld force 
a draw wi th 1 3 .ci:lf6+ gxf6 1 4 .�xh7+ Wxh7 
1 5 .'ii'h5+) 1 2  . . .  �e7 1 3 .�f4 'ii'a5 when i t '  
not so  easy to  stop B lack ach ieving counter
play wi th . . .  d5,  . . .  e5 or . . .  f5 . 
Likewise, I O.�g5 �e7 ( B lack cannot al low 
his ki ngside pawn structure to be damaged } 
l l .exf6 �xf6 1 2 .�xf6 �xf6 doesn ' t  look 
worse for Black, for example 1 3 .c5 ( 1 3 .'ii'h5 
h6 1 4.�c5 isn ' t  an improvement due to 1 4  . . .  
d6 ! 1 5 .'ii'xd6 Ud8 1 6.�g3 b5 when it is B iack 
who gai ns the in i t iative )  1 3  . . .  �e5 1 4.ci:la4 
d5 1 5 .ci:lb6 l:lb8 1 6.�d2 and the posit ion is  
dynamical ly balanced, since Black st i l l  has 
problems complet ing deve lopment .  
After I O.�e3 the move I O . . .  ci:lf5 transposes 
to A2 below after l l .�xf5 exf5 1 2 .exf6 
�xc3 1 3 .bxc3 'ii'xf6. We w i l l  first i nvest i 
gate I O . . .  ci:lc6. 

Variation A 1 
1 o . . . tt:lc6 1 1 .exf6 xf6 

1 1 0 

1 2.'ii'c2 
This  idea of brabo 's is probably Whi te 's  
best t ry for an edge. I tried to make 1 2 .c5 ! ?  
work, but after 1 2  . . .  'ii'e5 ( 1 2  . . .  .ixc3 
1 3 .bxc3 'ii'xc3 1 4 .lk l 'ii'b2 1 5  . .if4 ! fee ls  
better for Whi te)  un l i ke i n  the i l l ustra
t ive game, B lack can ' t  get h i s  a8 rook i nto 
play. l 2  . . .  d5 ! ?  1 3 .cxd6 'ii'd8 1 4.ci:la4 .ixd6 
1 5 .ci:lb6 Ub8 1 6 .Uc I i s  dynamical ly bal 
anced ) 1 3 .ci:la4 f5 1 4 .g3 f4 ! 1 5 .�x f4 Uxf4 
1 6 .gxf4 'ii'xf4 B lack has sufficient compen
sat ion for the exchange. 
1 2  ... 1Wh4! 1 2  . . .  h6 1 3 .Uad l �e7 1 4.ci:le4 
'i!fe5 1 5 . f4 �c7 1 6 .c5 is better for White a 
Black once again  has problems developing 
his queenside. 1 3.g3 Vi'h3 1 4.c5 f5 1 5.f4 
With good long-term compensation but 
probably not enough for an edge after 1 5  . . .  
d 6  1 6 .cxd6 .ixd6 1 7 .Uad l �e7 .  

Variation A2 
1 O . . .  �xc3 1 1 .bxc3 tt:lf5 1 2 .�xf5 exf5 
1 3.exf6 �xf6 i s  better for Whi te after 
brabo's  1 4.c5! 

but Black shou ld be able to hold, for i nstance: 
- 1 4  . . .  d5 ! ( uggested by J udgeDeath, 
a iming to l iqu idate to a drawn oppo i re
coloured bi shop endgame) 1 5 .cxd6 f4 ( the 
computer prefer 1 5  . . .  Ud8, but 1 6 .�c5 �d7 
1 7 .Ue l i al o better for White) 1 6.�c5 ( 1 6 . 
.ib6 ! ? .id7 1 7 .Ue l Ufe8 1 8 . d3 f3 !  is fine 
for B lack)  1 6 . . .�d7 1 7 .Ue l ( 1 7 .�d4 't!Yxd6 



1 8 .�xg7 'tWxd I 1 9 .l::taxd I r;j;;xg7 20.l::txd7 
i s  a drawi sh endgame ) 1 7  . . .  l::tfe8 1 8 .l::te7 
�c6 1 9 . f3 'i!Vxc3 20 . .1:tc I - here Brabo 
gives ' large compensation for the pawn ' , an 
a. sessment I agree wi th .  
- 14  . . .  'i!Vxc3 1 5 .l::te l ( brabo) 1 5  . . .  'i!Vc4 
1 6 .'i!Vd2 d5 1 7  .cxd6 �e6 1 8 .�b6 wi th  won
derfu l compensation for the pawn .  
- 14  . . .  lle8 was also suggested by J udge
Death :  1 5 .l::te l ( 1 5 .'i!Vd5 ! ?  'i!Vxc3 1 6.�d4 
'i!Vd2 1 7  .l:tad I 'i!Vf4 1 8 .l:tfe I may be even 
bet ter - B lack w i l l  have to eventual ly return 
one of the pawns to complete development ,  
and Whi te has a strong i n i t iat ive) 1 5  . . .  l:te4 
1 6.f3 lle6 1 7  .'i!Vd2 may wel l  be tenable for 
B lack,  but White 's pos i t ion i s  c learly more 
pleasant .  

Variation 8 
9 . . .  tt:\c6 1 O.exf6 'i!Vxf6 
I f  B lack inserts I O . . .  �xc3 l l .bxc3 xf6 
then Whi te has more than one route to an 
advantage : 
- 1 2 .l:tb l  0-0 1 3 .�a3 ( 1 3 .'i!Vc2 ! ? g6 1 4.�a3 
l:te8 1 5 .c5 tl'le5 - 1 5  . . .  d5? 1 6 .cxd6 b5 
1 7 .c4± doesn ' t  even give B lack a pawn for 
h is  d i fficu l t ies - 1 6 .�e2 tl'lc6 1 7  . .llfe I 'i!Vg7 
1 8 . b3 as given by 'brabo' also favours 
Whi te, and 1 5 .�d6! ? may be even bet
ter) 1 3  . . .  l:td8 ( 1 3  . . .  .1:te8 cou ld transpose to 
I H !¥c2 after 1 4 . c2 g6, though 1 4 .�d6 ! ? 
'i!Vxc3 1 5 .c5 may be even stronger) 1 4 .�d6!  

Sici l ian :  the I l l i ngworth Gambit 

Thi s  idea i s  most effect ive when B lack plays 
. . .  lld8 as now the rook wou ld be stronger 
on e8 ( 1 4 .'i!Vc2 d5 ! gives B lack more act iv
i ty than necessary ) :  1 4  . . .  'i!Vxc3 (otherwise 
B lack is j ust worse) 1 5 .J:I.b3 'i!Vf6 1 6 .'i!Vb I 
( the computer's 1 6.llb6 also favours Whi te 
- B lack is essent ia l ly  two pieces down)  
16  . . .  g6  1 7 .c5 tLld4 1 8 .'i!Vb2 'i!Vg7 1 9 .l:tb6 
(brabo) and once aga in  Whi te is defin i tely 
better - Black can hardly move . 
- 1 2 .�a3 as played by 'Matemax ' i n  two 
3-minute games against an 1M is  also good : 
1 2  . . .  'i!Vxc3 1 3 .�d6 tl'le5 ( 1 3  . . .  'i!Vd4 1 4 .c5 b6 
1 5 .llc I is rather strong for Whi te, as B lack 
cannot evict the dark-squared bishop from 
the a3-f8 diagonal ,  mean ing that the black 
k ing w i l l  be stuck i n  the centre for a long 
t ime ) 1 4 .�e2 tl'lxc4 1 5 Jk l  'i!Vxc l 1 6 .'tWxc l 
tt:\xd6 (sssthepro) and B lack has got rid of 
the pesky dark-squared bi shop, but Whi te 
shou ld keep an advantage as stated by 
Chess Pub member ' M Nb' : 1 7 .'i!Va3 tLlf5 
1 8 .J:I.c I and Black 's  retarded development 
i s  a more s ign i ficant factor than his material 
advantage. 
1 1 .tt:\e4 
Sacri f ic ing more material wi th l l .c5 ! ?  
�xc5 1 2 .tl'le4 e 5  1 3 .tl'lxc5 xc5 1 4 .�e3 
'i!Ve5 1 5 .l::te I 0-0 1 6 .'i!Vc2 may appeal to 
some, but the more restrai ned I I  .tl'le4 is 
probably better. 
The computer's l l .�e3 ! ? 
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i sn ' t  a move I wou ld have thought of, but i t  
does seem qu i te logica l ,  i ntending a quick 
c5 . Note that the greedy l l  . . .  .ixc3 ( 1 1  . . .  0-0 
transposes to 9 . . .  0-0 I O . .ie3 ttJc6 l l .exf6 
'ii'xf6)  1 2 .bxc3 'ii'xc3 1 3 .llc I 'ii'a5 1 4.c5 
gives Whi te very n ice compensation m 

view of h i s  dark- quare bind .  
1 1  . . .  'i'e5 
Not I I . . .'ii'e7 1 2 .a3 .ic5 1 3  . .ig5 ! 'ii'f8 
( 1 3  . .  . f6? !  1 4  . .ixf6 ! )  1 4 .b4± fol lowed by c5 
wi th a dreadfu l posi t ion for B lack .  
I I . . .'ii'd4 i a lso bad, due  to 1 2  . .ie3 ! 'ii'xb2 
1 3 .llb I 'ii'e5 1 4 . f4 'ii'c7 1 5 .c5 w i th a fero
cious attack .  
1 2.a3 
Throwing in th is  move doesn ' t  hurt Whi te .  
1 2 .ttJg5 deserve attent ion,  improv ing the 
po ition of the knight .  Play cou ld cont i nue 
1 2  . . .  h6 1 3 .ttJf3 'f/c7 1 4.a3 .ie7 1 5 . .ie3 0-0 
1 6.'ii'b3 wi th chances for both sides. 
1 2  . . .  .ie7 
1 2  .. . f5 stops Whi te from meeti ng .. . f5 wi th 
ttJc3 as i n  our main l i ne, but  1 3 .axb4 ( 1 3 .ttJg5 
.ie7) 1 3  . .  . fxe4 1 4 .b5 ! maintains White's 
i n i t iative: 1 4  . . .  ttJe7 ( 1 4  . . .  exd3 1 5 .bxc6 bxc6 
1 6 .'ii'xd3 0-0 1 7  . .ie3 i s  better for White .  
Thi isn ' t  the fi rst t ime i n  th is l i ne that White 
has achieved an opposi te-coloured bishops 
posit ion wi th the much stronger bi shop) 
1 5  . .ic2 0-0 1 6  . .id2 d5 1 7  . .ic3 and I th ink 
White can claim an edge here due to h is  
domi nation of the dark squares. 
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1 3.lle1 ! 
1 3  . .id2 is too s low after 1 3  . . .  d5 1 4 .cxd5 
'ii'xd5 1 5  . .if4 e5 and B lack i s  start i ng to 
consol idate. 
1 3  .. .f5 
Black has a few other move , the most sig
n ificant of which is 1 3  . . .  d5. If B l ack can get 
away with this then he w i l l  be doing very 
wel l ,  but after 1 4. f4 !  ( 1 4 .ttJc3 'ii'd6 1 5 .cxd5 
exd5 i s  okay for B lack )  1 4  . . .  'i'c7 1 5 .cxd5 
exd5 1 6.ttJc3 'ii'd6 1 7  .'ii'h5 .ie6 1 8 . f5 .id7 
1 9. f6 !  'ii'xf6 20.ttJxd5 Whi te has an i nexo
rable i n i t iat ive. 
1 4.ttJc3 'i'f6 
This is not the only square for the queen :  
14  . . .  'ii'd6 ! ?  i a typical computer move, but 
i t ' s  not so bad, e .g . :  
- 1 5 .ttJa4 ! ? 0-0 1 6.c5 'ii'c7 1 7 .g3 which 
i s  hard to assess after 1 7  . . .  llb8 1 8  . .ie3 d5 
1 9 .cxd6 .ixd6 

but i f  pressed I 'd rather be White after 
20 . .ib6 'ii'e7 2 I  . .C.c I .  
- 1 5 .g3 0-0 ( 1 5  . . .  ttJe5 1 6  . .if4 'ii'xd3 
1 7  . .ixe5 'ii'xd I 1 8 .llaxd I i good for 
Whi te, who has a pleasant dark-square bind 
that gai ns i n  importance as more pieces 
are exchanged) 1 6  . .if4 'ii'd4 1 7 .ttJa4 wi th 
chances for both sides - Whi te has typical 
compensation but B lack is very sol id .  
- 1 5 . h5+ g6 1 6 .'ii'h3 0-0 1 7  . .ih6 llf7 
1 8  . .1:tad I a lso gives White good play for the 
pawn .  



1 5.�f4 
The al ternat ive 1 5 .ttJa4 0-0 1 6 .ttJb6 l:lb8 
1 7 .�f4 looks good, but B lack has a strong 
reply in 1 7 . . .'¥i'd4 ! 1 8 .�xb8 '¥i'xb6 1 9 .�f4 
'¥i'xb2, when B lack has returned the extra 
material to curta i l  Whi te's i n i t iat ive and 
stands wel l .  
1 5  . . . 0-0 1 6.�f1 

g .i. x •  
i i .i.  .t. i  

� i 'if  
i 
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Sici l ian:  the I l l i ngworth Gambit 

' brabo' stops here, stat i ng 'Whi te has exce l 
len t  compensation for the  pawn' . Objec
t ively the pos i t ion hou ld be equal ,  but 
White's po i t ion does seem easier to play. 
If B lack returns the pawn wi th  
16 . . .  d6 ! ?  to complete development ,  then 
1 7.�xd6 l:ld8 1 8.�xe7 "ti'xe7 1 9."ti'f3 
gives Whi te a t i ny edge . 

Conclus ion:  The l l l i ngworth Gambit put 
B l ack under immediate pressure, and can 
give Whi te both strong short-term and long
term compensat ion, a we have seen in ev
eral variat ions where B lack was unable to 
complete h is  development easi ly. My gam
bi t  doesn ' t  guarantee an edge for Whi te, but 
i t  looks l i ke a better try than other eighth 
moves, and I 've shown more than one way 
for White to fight for an advantage against 
each of B lack's cri t ical t rie . 
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Avoiding the King 's Indian Samisch 
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1 .d4 tt:Jf6 2 .c4 g6 3 . f3 tt:Jc6 ! ?  

D Momchil  Nikolov 
• Wang Yue 

Zurich 2010 

1 .d4 ttJf6 2.c4 g6 3.f3 
An i ntrigu ing move that i s  employed by 
many players whose repertoire i nc l udes 
the Siimisch K ing's I ndian .  It i s  a move 
order weapon pur ang: the only idea is to 
avoid the Griinfeld proper, and to lure those 
Griinfeld-guys into unfami l iar terri tory. 
However, recent ly the adherents of Ernst 
Griinfeld are start i ng to stri ke back wi th  a 
vengeance. For, the resu l t s  of the urpri s ing 
3 . . . tt:\c6 ! ? are thorough ly  encouraging.  
3 . . .  tt:\c6 
Before you condemn th is  move, please note 
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that some players real l y  l ike to ' tango' -
they are happy to i nv i te their queen's  knight 
to the dance after 2 .c4. Now, obviously the 
i nclusion of 2 . . .  g6 3 . f3 favours the second 
player: for even though the pawn on g6 
take away a square from the knight ,  th ing 
are worse for White, who can ' t  develop h i  
k i ng'  kn igh t  to i ts ' natural quare ' . 

Before we embark on our i nvest igat ion of 
the topical 3 . . .  tt:\c6! ?, let's briefly d iscuss 
the poi nt s  of 3 . f3 and some al ternat ive 
methods to combat 3 . f3 .  
• First there i the  natural 3 . . .  �g7, when 
White i s  happy to reach a Siimisch after 
4.e4 0-0 5. c3 ( note that 5 .�e3 i s  a move 



order weapon that holds some promise 
for the other side) and now S . . .  d6 leads to 
the po i t ion that Whi te was hoping for a l l  
along. However, B lack cou ld try to muddy 
the waters wi th any of the fol lowing :  
- S . . .  tl:Jc6 - not  as surpris ing as on move 
3 but certa in ly an in terest ing opt ion.  After 
6 .�e3 (6.dS tLlb4 ! ?) 6 . . .  eS ! was a big suc
cess in Gheorgh iu-W.Watson, London 
1 980. After orne typical J(jng's I ndian 
tact ics :  7 .dS tLld4 8 .tLlge2 cS ! 9.dxc6 dxc6 
I O.tLlxd4 exd4 l l .�xd4 ( l l .�xd4 tLldS 
1 2 .�d2 tl:Jxe3 1 3 .�xe3 favours B lack too) 
l l . . . tl:Jxe4 !  1 2 .�xg7 �h4+ 1 3 .g3 tl:Jxg3 
1 4 .�f6 ! l:le8+ I S .tl:Je4 l:txe4+ ! 1 6 . fxe4 
�xe4+ 1 7 .'it>f2 �g4 !  B lack was w inn ing. 
- Also deserv ing of attent ion are S . . .  c6 
6.�e3 dS 7 .eS tLle8, and 
- the pawn sacri fice S . . .  cS 6.dxc5 b6. 
• Secondly, Whi te argues that 3 . . .  dS 
4.cxdS tLlxdS S .e4 favours h im,  si nce B lack 
cannot make the usual exchange on c3 to 
obtai n typical Gri.infe ld counterplay wi th 
. . .  cS later on.  St i l l ,  the posi t ion after 5 . . .  
tLlb6 6.tl:Jc3 �g7 7 .�e3 i s  h ighly theoret i 
cal ,  and al  o very popular among Gri.infe ld 
players. 
• Moves l i ke 3 . . .  c5 or 3 . . .  d6 are not par-
t icu larly in terest ing but 3 . . .  eS ! ?  certa in ly  
i s !  This bold counter i n  the centre ( an idea 
of Adorjan ) owes much of its popularity 
to the game Kramnik-Leko, Ti lburg 1 998 
(0- 1 after 45 moves) .  The ' ma in '  l i ne goe : 
4 .dxe5 tLlhS S .  h3 tl:Jc6 6.�g5 �e7 7 .�xe7 
�xe7 8 .tLlc3 �xeS and so on .  
4.d5 
White mu t p ick up the gaunt let .  B l ack 's  
idea i s  remin iscent of Alekhine 's  Defence: 
White's central pawns are lured forwards, 
when B lack reasons that they w i l l  prov ide 
h im wi th some clear targets. 
With 4.tl:Jc3 Whi te a l lows his opponent to 
get back in to a Gri.infeld set-up with 4 . . .  dS . 
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And now : 
- S .cxdS tLlxdS 6 .e4 tl:Jxc3 7 . bxc3 eS ! 
8 .�bS ( 8 .dS tLlaS 9 . h4 �cS ! I O .�a3 
�d6 a lready favoured B l ack in Zhang 
Ziyang-N i  Hua,  X i nghua J iang u 20 1 1 )  
8 . . .�d7 9 .tl:Je2 �g7 I O .�e3 (here I O .l:lb l 
tLlaS l l .�d3 �h4+ ! ?  1 2 .g3 �e7 1 3 .0-0 
0-0 1 4 .�e3 l:lad8 I S .�c l b6 1 6 .l:lf2 fS 
1 7 .�g5 ended i n  a repet i t ion after 1 7  . . .  �f6 
1 8 .�h6 �g7 1 9 .�g5 ,  Kuzubov-Ti mofeev, 
Ohrid 2009) I 0 . . .  0-0 I l .dS tLlaS 1 2 .�d3 
b6 1 3 .0-0 tLlb7 ! 1 4 .c4 cS I S .dxc6 �xc6 
1 6 .tLlc3 was equal in Anand-Carl sen ,  L in 
ares 2009 . B l ack has  the better pawn struc
ture,  Whi te ha a stronghold on dS for h i  
kn ight .  
- S .e4 ! ?  dxe4 6 .dS tLleS 7 . fxe4 �g7 8 .tl:Jf3 
tLlfd7 9.�e3 0-0 hou ld not unduly worry 
B lack, after I O.�d2 fS l l .�h6 tLlxf3+ 
1 2 .gxf3 tLleS 1 3 .�e2 �xh6 1 4 .�xh6 fxe4 
( 1 4  . . .  �d6) I S .tl:Jxe4 e6 he had no d i ffi 
cu l ty i n  equal iz ing i n  Caruana-Howe l l ,  B ie l  
20 1 0. 
- S .�gS �g7 6.e3 e6 7 .cxdS exdS 8 .�b5 
0-0 9.tl:Jge2 h6 I O.�h4 tl:Je7 l l .g4 b6 
1 2 .�d2 cS was the b l i ndfold game Kram
n ik-Dominguez, N ice 20 I 0. An exc i t ing but 
balanced po i t ion .  

Another poin t  of 3 . . .  tLlc6 i s  revealed after 
4.e4, when B lack can play 4 . . .  e5 .  
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And now the l i nes fork : 
- 5 .d5 liJd4 6.liJe2 �c5 ( rather than tak i ng 
up the typical fianchetto posi t ion the bi shop 
controls the dark squares weakened by 
White's th i rd move) 7 .liJxd4 �xd4. 

Black is doing wel l .  For example: 8 .liJc3 
(8 .liJa3 liJh5 !?  9.g3 d6 I O.liJc2 �b6 l l .�e3 
�xe3 - 1 1 . .. 0-0 ! - 1 2 .liJxe3 0-0 1 3 .�d3 c5 
draw, Michenka-Neubauer, Tatran ke Zruby 
2009) 8 . . .  liJh5 9.g3 d6 I O.i.d3, Kuzmin
Kurnosov, St .  Petersburg 2004, and now s im
p ly 10 . . .  0-0 is very comfortable for Black. 
- After 5 .liJe2 exd4 6.liJxd4 i.g7 (6 . . .  
i.c5 ! ?) i t  i s  tel l i ng that the natural 7 .i.e3? 
b lunders a pawn becau e of 7 . . .  liJxe4 ! 
8 . fxe4 't!fh4+. 
- 5 .dxe5 liJxe5 6.i.e3 (6 .liJc3 �c5 ) 6 . . .  
�g7 7 .liJc3 0-0 8 .'t!fd2 d 6  a s  i n  Lazn icka
Dvoirys, Pardubice 2007, i s  a typical K ing's 
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I ndian, where B lack is not doing badly  i n  
the development department .  
4 . . .  ltJe5 5.e4 d6 

6.ltJc3 
The most natural move, al though Whi te 
does wel l  to remember that after 6 . . .  �g7,  
play has actual ly transposed to the Samisch 
K ing's I ndian (admi tted ly  that was the poin t  
of 3 . f3 )  i n  a version where he often prefers 
to postpone d4-d5 : l .d4 liJf6 2 .c4 g6 3 .liJc3 
�g7 4 .e4 d6 5 . f3 liJc6 ! ? 6.d5 (here 6.�e3 
and 6.liJe2 are far more popu lar ! )  6 . . .  liJe5 . 

B lack has done extremely wel l  after the 
t i me-con uming 6.liJe2 i.g7 7 .liJec3 ( 7 .liJg3 
h5 ! ?  was suggested by Svid ler) 7 . . .  0-0 
8 .�e2 e6 ( i mmediately target ing the pawn 
a explained earl ier th is  is why B lack has 
provoked d4-d5 in the first place ) and now : 



• 9.0-0 exdS I O.cxdS c6. After one 
exchange on dS, B l ack targets the pawn 
aga in .  This i s  essent ia l  to gain sufficient 
counterplay : l l .dxc6 ( l l .�e3 cxdS 1 2 .exdS 
lle8 1 3 .'i!fd2 �fS 1 4 .lLla3 a6 I S .llac l 
llc8 was qu i te sat isfactory for B lack i n  
Postny-Eljanov, Mo cow 2006; Whi te i s  
clearly worse after l l . f4? 'i!fb6+ 1 2 .<oti>h l 
lLleg4) l l . . .bxc6 1 2 .�e3 lle8 1 3 .lLld2 dS 
( B l ack has certai n ly  solved a l l  his open ing 
problems) 1 4 .lLlb3 dxe4 I S .'i!fxd8 llxd8 
1 6. fxe4 �g4 ! 1 7 .�gS? ! �xe2 1 8 .lLlxe2 
l:ld6 1 9 .lLlcS? ! lLlfd7 20.lLlxd7 lLlxd7 and 
B l ack a lready won a pawn ,  and later the 
(b l i tz)game, in Mamedyarov-Carl sen ,  
Moscow 2009. 
• 9.f4 lLled7 1 0.0-0 ( I O.dxe6 fxe6 1 1 .0-0 
lLlcS 1 2 .'i!fc2 b6 1 3 .�e3 �b7 1 4 .lLld2 aS 
is unclear according to Svid ler - i t  looks 
pleasant enough for B lack)  I O  . . .  exdS 
l l .cxdS lle8 1 2 .�f3 lLlcS 1 3 .l:le I :  
- Now after 1 3  . . .  hS 1 4 .h3 bS I S .eS dxeS 
1 6 . fxeS lLlfd7 1 7  .e6 lLleS B lack won a 
compl icated game in Nakamura-Svid ler, 
Amsterdam 2009 ( the game wi th  extensive 
notes by Peter Svidler may be found in New 
In Chess 200917 ) .  
- However, accord ing to Sv id ler  i t  was 
even better to p lay the immediate 1 3  . . .  bS ! ,  
when s imi lar compl ications a s  i n  the game 
occur wi thout hav ing weakened pawn g6. 
6 . . .  �g7 
It makes sense to develop the bishop before 
attacking the centre .  
Agai nst Kramn ik  at the 20 I 0 Olympiad i n  
Khanty-Mansiysk, Navara tr ied t he  auda
cious 6 . . .  c6 7 . f4 lLled7 8 .�e3 eS 9 .dxe6 
fxe6 I O .lLlh3 ( B lack 's  po i t ional idea is 
I O .lLlf3 eS l l . fxeS lLlg4 1 2 .�gS 'i!fb6) I 0 . . .  
eS l l . fS ( l l .�e2 ! ? ) l l . . .  'i!faS . The game 
eventua l ly  ended in a draw, but at present  
the posi t ion looks clearly preferable for 
Whi te .  
7.f4 tZ:\ed7 8.tZ:\f3 
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I t  i s  not clear whether the kn ight i s  not bet
ter p laced on f2. From this quare i t  controls 
square g4 and protects the e-pawn .  Play 
could cont inue 8 .lLlh3 0-0 9.�e2 lLlcS ( i n  
principle B lack needs t o  play both . . .  e 6  and 
. . .  c6. Therefore i t  was wrong to play 9 . . .  c6 
I O.lLlf2 cxdS l l .cxdS lLlb6? ! for after 1 2 .a4 
�d7 1 3 .aS Whi te had a substant ia l  space 
advantage . He quickly gai ned the upper 
hand after 1 3  . . .  lLlc8 1 4 .0-0 e6 1 S .dxe6 fxe6 
1 6 .'i!fb3 in Kumosov-Yokarev, Olg inka 
20 I I ) I O.lLlf2 

I. .t 
.t. .t. .t.  

I O . . .  e6 ( I  would prefer th is  plan over I 0 . . .  
lle8 1 1 .0-0 e S  1 2 . fS ! ?  - th is  pawn sac
ri fice is more dangerous than 1 2 .dxe6 
�xe6 1 3 .'i!fc2 �d7 1 4 .�f3 �c6 I S .�d2 
aS 1 6 .l:lfe I ;!;  Grischuk- Kurno ov, Moscow 
20 1 0  - 1 2  . . .  gxfS 1 3 .exfS �xfS 1 4 .lLlg4 
�xg4 I S .�xg4 lLlxg4 1 6 .'i!fxg4 'i!fd7 
1 7  .l:lfS and Whi te is better despite bei ng a 
pawn down.  The Chi nese champion quickly 
converted h i s  pos i t ional edge i n  Ding 
L i ren-Areschenko, N ingbo 20 I I ) 1 1 .0-0 
exdS 1 2 .cxdS c6 ( the principled approach, 
but play i s  very harp of course) 1 3 .dxc6 
bxc6 1 4 .�f3 'i!fe7 ! ?  I S .�e3 dS ! ?  ( i nv i t i ng 
great compl icat ions) 1 6 .eS lLlfd7 1 7  .b4 ( 1 7 . 
llc I lLle6 fol lowed by . . .  �b7 and . .  . f6 is the 
way to go when Whi te plays more quiet ly)  
1 7  . . .  lLle6 1 8 .bS Thi look very strong, but  
G i ri had calcu lated excel lent ly :  
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:i .t .� .  
' � it' i .t i  

' � ' 
t!J l l!J 

t!J 
ttJ � �  

t!J ttJ t!J t!J 
]:l 'if ld: \t>  

1 8 . . .tilb6 ! 1 9 . fS ! ?  ( 1 9 .bxc6 d4 20 . .ixd4 lld8 
2 J .tilbS - 2 l .tile2 .ia6 22.c7 �xc7 23 . .ixa8 
tilxa8+ - 2 1  . . .  .ia6 22.tild6 .ixf l  23.Wxf l  
and the engines w i l l  te l l  you that play is 
about equal ! )  19 . . .  gxfS 20 . .ixb6 axb6 
2 1 .bxc6 .ixeS 22.tilxdS and now 22 . . .  �gS 
was object ively better than 22 . . .  �h4 23.g3 
�gS a i n  Grischuk-Giri ,  Wijk aan Zee 
20 I I . Later in the game White missed a 
good chance, and then Giri missed an even 
better chance before it al l ended in a draw . . .  
8 . . . 0-0 9.�d3 

White has bu i l t  up an impre s ive centre and 
has gained orne space, yet B lack has suf
ficient counterplay. He holds a ( very )  s l ight 
advantage in development, and he can 
attack the advanced dS-pawn ea i l y. In the 
ub equent game extract B lack i almo t 

always very O K ,  and it would appear that 
Whi te has to find improvements earl ier on .  
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9 . . .  e6 
The other pawn move a lso comes in to 
considerat ion : 9 . . .  c6 has the advantage 
of immediate ly  opening up possibi l i t ies 
for the queen along the d iagonal b6-g I : 
I 0.0-0 tileS (equal ly  good looks I O . . .  �b6+ 
I I .Wh I tileS 1 2 .h3? - 1 2  . ..ic2 transpose 
below to the main l i ne in th is  note after 
1 2 .Wh l - 1 2  . . ."�Wa6 - 1 2  . . .  tilhS ! - 1 3 .g4? ! 
cxdS l 4 .exdS tilxd3 I S .�xd3 and now I S  . . .  
h S  wou ld have been even better than the 
game cont i nuation I S  . . .  e6 Ward-Conquest, 
Scarborough 1 999) I l . .ic2 and now : 

:i .t 
' '  

• l l . . .  �b6 1 2 .Wh l ( 1 2  . .ie3? �xb2 
1 3  . ..id4 tilxdS ! ) 1 2  . . .  .ig4 1 3 .llb l ,  and now : 
- 1 3  . . .  cxdS 1 4 .cxdS llac8 I S  . .ie3 �b4 ! 
1 6 .h3 tilcxe4 ! ? ( 1 6 . . .  ..ixf3 1 7 . xf3 tilfd7 ) 
1 7  . .ixe4 llxc3 ! ( 1 7 . . .  tilxe4 1 8 .hxg4 tilg3+ 
1 9 .Wg l tilxf l  20.�xfl ;!; )  1 8 .bxc3 and after 
this in terest ing exchange sacri fice the play
ers agreed to a draw i n  Jussupow-Spassky, 
Li nares 1 983 .  The move order in th is  game 
was S . . .  tilc6 6.dS tileS and so on via a regu
lar Sami ch King'  I ndian .  
- 1 3  . . .  aS i s  the most recent example from 
th is  posi t ion : 1 4  . .ie3 tilfd7 I S .�e2 W/c7 
draw, Vi t iugov-Tomashevsky, Moscow 
20 I I . There is of course a lot of p lay leti i n  
the  posi t ion,  a l though the chances are prob
ably about equal .  
• Bad i l l . . .  e6? 1 2 .dxc6 bxc6 1 3 .eS dxeS 
1 4.W/xd8 llxd8 I S . fxeS tilfd7 1 6.-igS J:[f8 



1 7  .l:tfe I ± , Yang-Bykhov ky, Lubbock 20 I I . 
• Also qu i te reasonable is l l . . .  cxd5 1 2 .e5 
( 1 2 .cxd5 1i'b6) 1 2 . . .lt:\fd7 !  1 3 .1i'xd5 ( 1 3 . 
exd6 dxc4=;  1 3 .lt:\xd5 e6:f) 1 3  . . .  lt:\b6 
1 4 .1i'd4 �g4 which favoured B lack i n  
I . Sokolov-Marti novic, Cet i nje 1 99 1 .  
1 0.0-0 exd5 1 1 .exd5 
More ambit ious i s  l l .cxd5 c6 ! 1 2 .�e3 
( 1 2 .h3? !  cxd5 1 3 .exd5 1i'a5 1 4 .�c2 lt:\b6 
1 5 .�b3 l:te8 c learly favoured B lack i n  
Mohota-S . Han en,  Pattaya 20  I I ; 1 2 .dxc6 
bxc6 1 3 .�h I lt:\c5 i s  fine for B l ack)  1 2  . . .  
lt:\g4 ( 1 2  . . .  cxd5 ) 1 3 .�d4 (a  sacri fice, but 
if Whi te has to give up this bi shop for 
the knight he can never be better. B l ack's 
dark-squared bishop wou ld be a mon ter) 
1 3  . . .  �xd4+ 1 4 .lt:\xd4 lt:\e3 1 5 .1i'd2 xf l  
1 6 .l:txf l  l:te8 1 7 .�h l c5 1 8 .lt:\db5 lt:\f8 was 
a ( too) opt im ist ic exchange sacri fice i n  
B i tan-Deepan, Bhubaneswar 20 1 0. 
1 1  . . .  c6 A lso not bad is I l .  . .  lt:\c5 1 2 .�c2 
l:te8. 1 2.dxc6 Black is s l ight ly better after 
1 2 .�h l  cxd5 1 3 .cxd5 lt:\c5 . 1 2  . . .  bxc6 
1 3.�h 1  

Black i s  a lready s l ight ly  more comfortable, 
and i t  i s  Whi te who has to take care .  The 
remainder of the game is not very i nter
est ing for our purposes, so I w i l l  restrict 
myse l f  to a few short comments .  
13 . . .  lt:\c5 1 4.�e3 1 4 .�c2 �e6 gives B l ack 
the i n i t iat ive. 14 . . .  lt:\g4 14 . . .  l:tb8 wi th  the 
idea of 1 5 .l:tb I ?? lt:\xd3 1 6 . xd3 �f5 was 
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trong too. 1 5.�g1 1 5 .�xc5 dxc5:f .  1 5  . . .  
l:tb8 1 6.lt:\a4 l:te8 1 6  . . .  lt:\xd3 1 7 .1i'xd3 
l:tb4 ! + . 1 7.lt:\xc5 dxc5 1 8.�xc5 l:txb2 
1 9.lt:\e5? 

.t i. • 
' i .t i  

' ' 
iil t2J 
� � � 

iil 
� �. � �  
l:I 'if � w 

1 9  . . .  �xe5 Also winn ing is 1 9  . . .  J:txe5 
20.fxe5 1i'h4 2 l .�g I ( 2 l .h3 �g3-+) 
2 1 . . .lt:\xh2 ! 22 .1i'e I ( 22 .�xh2 �xe5-+) 
22 . . .  1i'g5 23 .l:tf2 lt:\g4 ! .  20.fxe5 lt:\xe5? 
Lo ing a substant ia l  part of Black's advan
tage. 20 . . .  lt:\xh2 ! was winn ing in view of 
2 l .�xh2 �h4+ 22.�g l l:txg2+ 23.�xg2 
�h3+. 21 .�c2 �xd1 22.�xd1 lt:\d3? ! 
23.�d4 lld2 24.�xa7 c5 25.�f3 �e6 
26.a4 �xc4 27.l:tfb1 27.�g l and White 
has draw ing chances with h is  bi hop pair 
and passed a-pawn .  27 ... lt:\e5 28.l:te1 f6? 
29.�xc5 l:tc8 30.�e3 ttJxf3 31 .gxf3 
l:tc2 Now White shou ld be able to draw 
wi thout too many difficu l t ies. B lack later 
wins the game ( again ) ;  probably because 
of the FI DE tempo. 32.�g1 �d5 33.l:tf1 
l:le2 34.l:tae1 l:ta2 35.l:ta1 l:tcc2 
36 . .l:txa2 l:txa2 37.�b6? 37 .�d4 ! '>Pf7 
38.J:ta I .  37 .. .  l:txa4+ 38.�g2 l:ta3 39.h4 
�f7 40.�c7 <;;Pe6 41 .�g3 �f5 42 . .id6 
l:tb3 43.-ics h5 44.'<t>f2 g5 44 .. J1xf3+ 
45 .'>Pg l Wg4 46.l::txf3 .ixf3 47 .�d4 '>Pxh4 
48 .�xf6+ is a draw. 45.hxg5 fxg5 46.�e3 
l:tb2+ 47.�g3 h4+ 48.�h3 l:tb3 49 . .id2 
�xf3-+ 50.�e1 '<t>g6 51 .�h2 l:tb2+ 
52.l:tf2 l:tb1 53.l:tf1 �h5 54.l:.xf3 l:.xe1 
White res igned. 

1 1 9 



CHAPTER 1 5  

Sinisa Drazic 

Sicilian : the Bucker-Wel l ing Variation 

1 .e4 c5 2 .t2Jf3 h6 ! ?  

After p laying ches. for over a quarter of 
a cen tury, I am more and more i nc l i ned 
to i mplement someth ing new on the che s 
board . This  is certai n ly  i nspired by the 
advance of modern ches technology and 
the act iv i ty of many che s 'parrots ' , who 
with the i r  modern programs and notebooks 
in their  hands, are ready to beat you in any 
corner of chess theory. The only way out 
of this s i tu at ion i to move the boundaries 
and wrong-foot such opponents as ear l y  as 
poss ib le .  
I n  th i s  art ic le I w i l l  pre ent you orne of 
my recent efforts ,  wi th a surprise on the 
second move i n  the mo t popu lar ches 
open i ng :  the S i c i l ian Defence ! 

1 20 

As 2 . . . h6 ! ?  i never p layed i n  h igh level 
games, I started very s lowly and carefu l l y  
w i t h  put t ing i t  i n  my pract ice, and unt i l  
now wi th  very decent resu l t s .  

I n  t h i s  art i c le ,  we wi l l  i nve l igate the  
mos t  popu lar and dangerous moves for 
Wh i te ,  and some act ive strateg ies for 
B l ack .  You won ' t  f ind much on 2 . . .  h6 i n  
any o f  the current  open ing  manual  . There 
i s ,  however, one very good art i c l e  wr i t 
ten by Stefan BUcker  more than twenty 
years ago, and pub l i shed i n  New I n  Chess 
Yearbook 1 8 . 
He has dubbed 2 . . . h6 the B Ucker-We l l i ng 
Vari a t ion .  



0 I gor Malakhov 
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Rijeka Ech 201 0  

1 .e4 c5 Vbf3 h6 3.d4 
J ust l i ke in the O' Kel ly  Variation with 2 . . .  
a 6  ( see SOS-7, Chapter 3 ,  p .25 ) B lack has 
prepared h i mse l f  for 3 .d4 and i s  therefore 
happy to see Whi te ' fal l '  for i t .  
• 3 .c3  is  more quiet, White in tends to  bu i ld  
up his centre as  usual, arguing that he has 
gained a usefu l tempo ( why 2 . . .  h6). B lack's 
best . olut ion is to play some kind of French 
hybrid position with 3 . . .  e6 4.d4 d5 (see 
Doric-Drazic) . For 3 . . .  g5 see Palac-Su lava 
below. 
• 3 .c4 s im i larly postpones d4. See Borgo
Drazic where I went for 3 . . .  d6 and 4 . . .  g5 .  
The immediate 3 . . . g5 i s  also poss ib le .  
• I do not th ink that 3 .d3 poses a serious 
threat . Here 3 . . .  ttJc6 4.g3 g5 i s  a Basman 
favourite. 
• 3 .ttJc3 i s  a good move . Play may t ran -
po e i nto the Haberdi tz Variation . 
3 . . .  cxd4 
I have also played in ' Basman-style' wi th  
3 . . .  g5 4.�c4 (4.d5 ) 4 . . .  �g7 5 .ttJe5 e6 
6.ltJxf7? ! 'it>xf7 H !fh5+ We7 8.e5 ltJc6 9 . f4 
'ife8 I O.'ifg4 b5 ! l l .�d3 cxd4 1 2 .ltJd2 
Wd8 1 3 .0-0 ttJge7 1 4 .ltJe4 ttJf5 and White 
had not nearly enough for h is  piece and lost 
in Sarcev ic-Drazic, Pu la  20 I 0. 
4.tLixd4 

Sici l ian :  the Bucker-Wel l ing Variation 

4 • . .  tLif6 
Dubious is 4 . . .  e5? !  when 5 .ttJb5 ttJf6 
6.ttJ I c3 d6 transposes to the main game. 
However, 5 .ttJf5 ! i s  a strong reply. I give 
a sample l i ne of what may happen after 
5 . . .  d5 :  6.�b5+ ttJc6 7 .exd5 �xf5 8 .dxc6 
'ifxd l + 9.Wxd l 0-0-0+ I O.ltJd2 b6 l l .c3 
�d3 1 2 .a4 a6 1 3 .�xd3 llxd3 1 4 .Wc2 lld5 
1 5 .ttJc4 Wc7 1 6 .�e3 �c5 1 7 .b4 �xe3 
1 8 .ltJxe3 lld8 1 9 .b5 and Whi te win . 
5.tLic3 
Not 5 .f3  e5 and B l ack i s  fi ne .  
5 . . .  e5 
Black want  to p lay the ' Lasker S ic i l i an ' ,  
wi th  good chance t o  confuse Whi te i n  h i s  
p lans .  I ndeed, �g5 ! ? i s  no longer on the 
cards. 
A l ternat ively, I have never tried 5 . . .  d6 ! ?, 
but who knows? 

6.tLidb5 
A serious reply i s  6 .tLif5 , when after 6 . . .  d6 
7 .ltJe3 �e6 8 .�c4 �e7 9.0-0 0-0 I O .ttJed5 
ttJbd7 l l .�e3 ltJg4 1 2 .'ife2 ttJxe3 1 3 .ttJxe3 
ttJb6 1 4 .llad l Whi te held a s l ight edge i n  
Kristen en-Jaksland, Denmark 1 992.  
More aggressive i s  6 . . .  d5,  wh ich BUcker 
deem i ncorrect because of 7 .�b5 ttJc6 
8.exd5 �xf5 9.dxc6 'ifxd l + I O.ttJxd l 
0-0-0. 
In tead 6.ttJf3 ttJc6 (6 . . .  d6) i s  known from 
the Sve hn ikov Variat ion, and does not 
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rea l ly  promi e White anything.  Play cou ld 
cont i nue 7 .�e3 �b4 8 .�c4 tlJxe4 9.'it'd5 
(9 .�xt7+ 'il;>xt7 !  I O.'it'd5+ 'il;>f8 l l .'it'xe4 
d5+ )  9 . . .  tlJd6 I O.tlJxe5 'it'f6 ! !  l l . f4 �xc3+ 
1 2 .bxc3 tlJxc4 1 3 .'it'xc4 ( 1 3 .tlJxc4 'it'xc3+ 
1 4.<>Pf2 'it'xc2+ 1 5 .'il;>f3 0-0 1 6 .tlJd6 ! ?, wi th  
very in terest ing play ! )  1 3  . . .  tlJxe5 1 4 .'it'e4 
d6 1 5  .�d4 0-0 1 6. fxe5 dxe5 and B lack won 
in Poswiatowski-Prus, Grodzisk Mazow
iecki  2007 . 
Natura l ly, Whi te can a lso play 6 .tlJde2 and 
now 6 . . .  tlJc6 7 .tlJg3 or 6 . . .  �c5 7 .�e3 ! ?  as 
in Dekker-Wel l i ng, Ei ndhoven Dutch semi 
finals  1 988 .  
Bucker cal l s  6 .tlJb3 'sol id and good ' . 
6 . . .  d6 
Here i. the poin t  of 2 . . .  h6 i f  you l i ke .  B lack 
has managed to play . . .  e5 wi thout al low ing 
Whi te to fight for control over square d5 
with �g5 . Nor can Whi te check on d6 as 
in the Haberdi tz Variation which arises after 
6 . . .  tlJc6 - we w i l l  examine th is  via the move 
order wi th  3 .tlJc3.  

7.a4 
• 7 .tlJd5 tlJxd5 8 .'it'xd5 ( one of the cri t i 
ca l  po  i t ions i n  t he  main  l i ne wi th  3 .d4. 
8 .exd5 a6 9 .tlJc3 �e7 =F  I O.�e2 0-0) 8 . . .  
tlJc6 9 .�e2 ( t h i  looks natura l ,  but i t ' s  a 
los ing move ! When I fi rst saw th i s  game, 
I wa shoc ked how B l ack cou ld so qu ick ly  
deve lop the  i n i t iat ive after a normal move 
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l i ke 9 .�e2;  i nstead 9 .�e3 a6 I O.tlJc3 �e6 
l l .'it'd2 l:!.c8 1 2 .a3 'it'a5 1 3 . f3 'it'c7 1 4.  f2 
b5 1 5 .�d3 'it'b7 1 6 .0-0 g5 1 7 .tlJd5 �xd5 
1 8 .exd5 tlJe7 1 9 .l:tfd I �g7 20.'it'e2 l:ta8 
2 1 .a4 0-0 22 .axb5 axb5 23 .�xb5 tlJxd5 
24.�f2 tlJc7 25 .�c4 l:txa I 26.l:txa I 'it'xb2 
and B l ack won i n  Schneider-S tephan, 
Brake! 1 967)  9 . . .  a6 I O .tlJc3 ( I O.tlJa3 i s  the 
best move i n  th i s  pos i t ion ,  which means 
that Whi te ha done someth i ng wrong at 
an earl ier poi nt ! )  I O . . .  tlJd4 ! l l .�d3 l:tb8 
1 2 . b4 (White actual l y  creates square a5 to 
evacuate h i s  queen ! 1 2 .�e3 jt_e6) 1 2  . . .  b5 ! 
1 3 .a4 

1 3  . . .  �e6. No queen,  no game ! 0- 1 ,  R idar
ci kova-Srienz, Brat i s lava 1 99 1 .  
• A sample l i ne after 7 .tlJa3 i s  7 . . .  �e6 
8 .�c4 'it'c8 9.jt_xe6 fxe6 1 0.0-0 �e7.  
7 . . .  �e6 8.f4 a6 9.f5 ! ?  �c8 1 0.t2Ja3 d5 



1 1 .exd5 
Or l l .tLlxdS when B lack loses after I I  . . .  
tLlxe4 1 2 .�e3 "ifh4+ ( very romantic 
but wrong) 1 3 .g3 tLlxg3 1 4 .hxg3 "ifxh l 
I S .tLlc7+ rtJe7 1 6 .�cS+ �f6 1 7 ."ifd8+ 
rtJxfS 1 8 ."ifxc8+. 
Correct i s  I I . . .  tLlxdS which leads to 
unc lear play after 1 2 .exdS �x fS 1 3 .tLlc4 
�cS 1 4 .�e3 tLld7 .  
1 1  • . .  �xf5 1 2.�e2 �c5 1 3.tLlc4 tLlbd7 
So material i s  equal and B lack has a l l  h is  
l i ght pieces deve loped ; he can be happy 
wi th  the outcome of the open ing .  
1 4.�e3 

Of course White wants to go wi th h i s  k i ng 
to the safer side. 
1 4  . . .  �xe3 1 5.tLlxe3 �g6 1 6.a5 0-0 
1 7.0-0 
Both sides have taken their safety precau
tions and now start sett i ng the board on f ire .  
17  . . .  b5  1 8.<it>h 1  l:tc8 1 9.�d3 �xd3 
20. xd3 tt:'lc5 21 . f5 b4 22.tt:'lcd1 
J:te8 
B lack does not fu l l y  equa l ize after 22 . . .  
tLlxdS 23 ."ifxeS tLlxe3 24.tLlxe3 J:te8 2S .f:Yf4 
f:Yc7 26."ifxc7 llxc7 27 .tLldS J:lb7 28.J:lae l 
Wf8 29.J:lxe8+ 'ito>xe8 30.b3 ( 30.J:lf4 b3)  
30 . . .  tLle6 3 J .rtJg I J:lbS 32 .J:ld I and Whi te i s  
s l ight ly better. 
23.tt:'lf2 l:rc7 24.l:rad1 b3 25.cxb3 tt:'lxb3 
26.'iYd3 

Sic i l ian:  the Bucker-Wel l ing Variation 

26 . . .  tt:'ld4 
26 . . .  tLlcS probably gives more chances for 
a longer fight : 27 .f:Ya3 fibS 28 .b4 tLlce4 
29.tLlxe4 tLlxe4 30.J:lc I J:lec8.  
27.1Yxa6 tt:'lxd5 28.tt:'lfg4 tt:'lxe3 
29.tt:'lxe3 'iYb8 30.'iYd6 l:ta7 3U I¥a3 
'iYb3 32.'iYc5 J:tb7 33.tt:'lc4 llb5 34.'iYc7 
J:tb7 35.�c5 l:f.b5 36.'�c7 l:f.b7 
Draw. 

0 Nenad Doric 
• Sinisa Drazic 

Rijeka Mediterranean Open 2010 

1 .e4 c5 2.tt:'lf3 h6 3.c3 e6 
For 3 . . .  gS ! ?  see the next game. 
4.d4 4 .�e2 d6 S .d3 b6 6.0-0 �b7 7. bd2 
tLlf6 Yz-Yz was Fercec- Drazic, R ijeka 20 I 0. 
4 . . .  d5 
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5.exd5 
White can a lso opt for the Advance Varia
t ion in the French Defence wi th  5 .e5, when 
B l ack has played the unu ual . . .  h6. If you 
don ' t  l ike this then check out 3 . . .  g5 !? .  
S . . .  exdS 
5 . . .'t!¥xd5 6.�d3 ( 6.�e3 cxd4 7 .cxd4 
�b4+ 8 .tbc3 tbc6 9 .a3 �xc3+ I O .bxc3 
tbf6 I l .�d3 0-0 1 2 .0-0 lld8) 6 . . .  tbf6 7 .0-0 
tbc6 8 .lle l �e7 9.�e3 cxd4 I O.cxd4 0-0 
l l .tbc3 'ifd6 wi th a normal IQP posi t ion i n  
Hartung-Schammo, Luxembourg 1 997/98.  
6.�b5+ �d7 7.'t!¥e2+ 
Al ternatives are 7 .�xd7+ tbxd7 8 .0-0 �e7 
and 7 .a4.  
7 . . .  't!¥e7 8.�xd7+ tbxd7 9.dxc5 't!¥xe2+ 
1 0.<it>xe2 �xc5 1 1 .�e3 
B lack is a lso comfortable after l l .lld I 
tbgf6 1 2 .�e3 �xe3 1 3 .'iti>xe3 0-0-0 1 4 .'iti>e2 
llhe8+ 1 5 . Wfl tbc5 . 
1 1  . . .  tbgf6 

1 2.tbbd2 
Or 1 2 .�xc5 tbxc5 1 3 .l::td l  0-0-0 1 4 .tba3 
llhe8+ I S .c;f;>f l  tba4 1 6 .llab I l:td7 wi th  a 
balanced posi t ion .  
1 2  . . .  0-0 1 3.lbb3 
Or 1 3 .llhd I llfe8 ( 1 3 . . .�xe3 1 4 . fxe3 J:[fe8 
1 5 .h3 )  1 4 .tbf l .  
1 3  . . .  �xe3 1 4.c;f;>xe3 
White runs  risks after 1 4. fxe3 llfe8 
1 5 .llhd I a5 1 6.a4 ( 1 6 .h3 a4 1 7 .tbbd4 lbb6 
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1 8 .tbd2 lle7 1 9 .Wd3 llae8 20.lle I u nc lear) 
1 6  . . .  tbb6 1 7  .lld3 ( 1 7 .tbbd4 tbc4+ )  1 7  . . .  
tbc4 1 8 .lla2 tbg4 1 9 .llxd5 tbcxe3 20Jha5 
tbxg2+ 2 1 .'iti>f l  tb2e3+ 22 .Wg I llad8:f .  
1 4  . . .  t0g4+ 1 5.<ttte2 l:[feB+ 1 6.Wf1 t0b6 

B lack w i l l  now use the posi t ion of Whi te 's  
k i ng to provoke some weaknesse i n  the 
opponent 's  pawn structure .  
1 7.tbc5 t0c4! 1 8.t0d3 a5 1 9.t0d4 lOgeS 
20.t0xe5 l::.xes 21 .tDf3 l:te7 22.b3 
A weaknes i s  created ! 
22 . . .  l0a3 23.l0d4! l:tc8 24.l:tc1  bS 
Time is very important now ! 
24 . . .  g6 25 .h4 Wg7 26.llh3 
25.t0e2 l::.ceB 26.tbd4 l::tc7 27.t0e2 b4 
28.cxb4 l:txc1 + 29.t0xc1 t0c2 30.g3 
Bad i s  30.tbe2? d4 3 1 .g3 d3 32 .tbc3 axb4 
33 .tbd I lle I +  34.'it;>g2 d2 35 .f4 llxd I .  But  
playable was 30.tbd3 axb4 3 1 .h4. 
30 .. .  axb4 31 .t0d3 l:taB 32.t0c1 :es 
33.l0d3 B lack w ins after 33 .c;f;>g2 tbe l + 
34.'iti>fl d4. 33 . . .  l::.a8 34.t0c1 <it>fB 
35.<it>e2 <ttte7 36.l:td1 36.'>ti>d2. 36 . . .  <tttd6 
37.l:[d2 t0a3 38.l0d3 l0b1 39.l:tc2 
t0c3+ 40.cJ;>d2 tbxa2 
B lack has won a pawn,  but the win st i l l  
i nvolve a lot o f  hard work . 
41 .h4 g6 42.llb2 l:ta7 43.l:tc2 l::ta3 
44.l:tb2 gS 45.hxg5 hxgS 46.l:tc2 t0c3 
47.t0xb4 t0e4+ 48.�e2 l:[xb3 49.t0d3 
t0c3+ 50.<it>d2 d4 



S1 .�b2? 
In such posi t ions i t  i s  a cardina l  sin to 
exchange rooks. A lmost every kn ight end
game with a pawn up i s  w inn ing !  
S 1  . . .  liJe4+ S2.We2 l::txb2+ S3.liJxb2 WdS 
54.Wt3 fS SS.We2 wcs S6.liJa4+ WbS 
S7.ttJb2 tOeS S8.Wd2 Wb4 S9.f3 WbS 
60.We2 wc6 61 .Wd2 WdS 62.We2 liJd7 
63.liJd3 wc4 64. Wd2 WdS 6S.liJb4+ wcs 
66.liJd3+ wc4 67.liJb2+ WdS 68.liJd3 
tOeS 69.liJe1 g4 70.fxg4 fxg4 71 .liJg2 
we4 72.We2 liJd3 73.liJh4 liJb2 74.Wd2 
liJc4+ 7S.We2 d3+ 76.'it;>f2 ttJe3 77.We1 
liJfS 78.liJg6 ttJxg3 79. Wd2 liJf1 + 80. We1 
ttJe3 81 .Wd2 g3 82.liJh4 g2 
White resigned. 

0 Mladen Palac 
• Nenad Sulava 

Montecatini Terme 1995 

The i ntere t i ng  fact is that I was present at 
the arne tournament ,  and thi game drew 
my serious attent ion ,  because both play
ers were good friends of m jne,  and I fe l t  
a h igh tension between them.  Su l ava as  a 
very orig ina l  p layer surpri sed the theoret i 
c a l  expert M laden Pal ac a n d  there arose 
some k i nd of hybrid of the Panov Attack i n  
the Caro- Kann,  w i t h  a very unusual  early 
. . .  g5 ! 

Sic i l ian :  the Bucker-Wel l ing Variation 

1 .e4 cS 2.liJf3 h6 3.c3 gS 
Basman's move, and a main idea of 2 . . .  h6 !?.  
4.d4 cxd4 

S.cxd4 
U nusual but not necessari ly  bad i s  5 .'i!Yxd4 
ltJf6 6.e5 ttJc6 H!t'a4 ttJd5 8 .h4 ! ?  gxh4 
9.'�'xh4 d6 I O.'ife4 dxe5 l l .ltJxe5 'ifd6 
1 2 .<1Jxc6 bxc6 1 3 .ltJd2 Casper-Reche l ,  Ger
many Bundes l iga 1 994/95.  
S . . .  dS 6.exdS 
6.e5 ttJc6 7 .<1Jc3 ..ig4 8 . ..ie2 (8 . ..ib5 e6 
9.'ifa4 <1Je7; 8 . ..ie3 )  8 . . .  e6 and th i s  looks 
l i ke a French, with the bi shop on g4, and an 
' s l ight ly '  exposed black k ingside. 
6 . . •  liJf6 7.liJc3 �g7 8.h4 
B lack ha a d i fficu l t  choice now, to take on 
h4 and to destroy his k i ng ide, or to play 
8 . . .  g4, wi th  unc lear con equence . 

.i � .t 
' '  
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8 ... g4 9.t0e5 a6 1 o . ..Q.e2 h5 1 1 .0-0 
Noth ing is gai ned by l l .f3 ttJxdS 1 2 . fxg4 
tt:lxc3 1 3 .bxc3 �xe5 1 4 .dxe5 "ii'xd l + 
1 5  . ..Q.xd l ..Q.xg4 1 6  . ..Q.xg4 hxg4 1 7 .llb l b5 .  
But  i t  was a lso normal to p lay l l ."ii'b3 bS 
( 1 1 . . .  0-0 1 2  . ..Q.g5 tt:lbd7 ) 1 2 .a4 .  
1 1  . . .  t0bd7 12 . ..Q.g5 lObS 1 3. "ii'b3 0-0 
Play favours White after e i ther 1 3  . . .  tt:lfxd5 
1 4 .tt:lxd5 tt:lxdS 1 5 .�c4, or 1 3  . . .  tt:lbxd5? 
1 4 .�xf6 exf6 1 5 .tt:lxf7 'it>xf7 1 6  . ..Q.c4. 
1 4.llfe1 t0h7! ? 
I nv i t i ng compl icat ion . 
1 5  . ..Q.xe7 �xe7 1 6.�xb6 �xh4 1 7.g3 
�dB 1 8.�xd8 llxd8 1 9.�f1 Perhaps 
1 9 .tt:la4 ! ?. 1 9  ... t0g5 20.�g2 �f5 21 .t0e2 
l:td6 22.t0f4 l:!.h6 
Black has found a very in terest i ng way to 
attack in the middlegame without queen . 
Whi te is a pawn up, but th i s  doesn ' t  help so 
much, because he has no dynamic potent ia l  
i n  h i s  po. i t ion .  On the other hand,  B lack i 
a pawn up on the k i ngside, an act ive rook 
and bishop pai r. 
23.J:tac1 h4 24.gxh4 l:txh4 25.d6 
Now Whi te has his own trump, but B l ack is 
ready to trike. 

25 .. . t0f3+ ! 26.�xf3 gxf3 27.t0d5 �h7 
Prevent ing the check on e7,  and freeing the 
g- fi le for the other rook.  
28.t0e7 �e6 29.t0xf3 l:tg4+ 30.Wf1 
l:td8 31 .d5 3 1 .llc3 llxd6 32 .We2 �xd4 
33 .tt:lxd4 lldxd4=i= . 31 ... ..Q.d7 32.l:!.e3 �h6 
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33J'lc7 �b5+ 34.We1 �xe3 35.fxe3 
l:txd6 36.l:txb7? l:tg2 37.a4 l:th6! 
38.t0g5+ l:!.xg5 39.axb5 l:tg2 40.Wf1 
J:txb2 41 .bxa6 J:th1 Mate. 

0 Giulio Borgo 
• Sinisa Drazic 

Milan 2010 

1 .e4 c5 2.t0f3 h6 3.c4 
The cri t ical 3 .c4, perhaps the move which 
made me most nervous before the decis ion 
to play the r isky move 2 . .  h6 ! ? . 
3 . . .  d6 
B lack w i l l  p lay for dark-square control a Ia 
the Myer Defence ( l .c4 g5)  as all normal 
S ic i l ian l i nes w i l l  lead to bad Maroczy 's .  
The i mmediate 3 . . .  g5 is  a lso playable .  
3 . . .  tt:lc6 makes no sense, because after 
push ing d2-d4, B lack has no t ime to pu h 
g7-g5, which wa a lready prepared by . . .  h6 !  
- 4.d4 g5 5 .d5 g4 ( 5  . . .  tt:la5 6 .h4 g4 7 .tt:le5 
- or 6 . . .  gxh4 7 . ..Q.d2 �g7 8 .�c3;!;)  6.dxc6 
gxf3 7 .cxd7+ �xd7 8."fVxf3 �g7 9 .tt:lc3 .  
J ust bad i s  3 . . .  e6 4 .d4 cxd4 5 .tt:lxd4 tt:lf6 
6.tt:lc3 .  
4.d4 g5 4 . . .  cxd4 5 .tt:lxd4 tt:lf6 6.tt:lc3 i not 
tested yet ! 5.�e3 If 5 .tt:lc3 then 5 . . .  �g7 
6.d5 ..Q.xc3+ 7 .bxc3 tt:ld7 .  
5 . . .  �g7 6.t0c3 t0d7 
I decided to keep the tension i n  the centre 
at any cost .  



7.h3?!  
Thi s  move made me very happy. I t  seems 
that Whi te does not have a c lear idea how 
to undermine B l ack's  strategy. Besides, he 
w i l l lo  e a tempo if he decides to p lay h3-h4 
later on .  
7 . . .  a6 8Ji'd2 e6 9.0-0-0 '*�Vas 1 0.Wb1 
t:"iJe7 1 1 .�e2 
The remain ing t ime for Whi te was 44 min
utes, wh ich means ha lf  h i s  t ime has  a lready 
been consumed after only I I  move . The 
surprise is working wel l !  
1 1  . . .  t:"iJg6 1 2.h4 
Only five moves before h2-h3 was p layed ! 
1 2  . . .  g4 1 3.t:"iJe1 hS 1 4.14 
Whi te hou ld keep the tension in the centre 
wi th  1 4 .t:"iJc2 ! .  
1 4  . . .  gx13 
This move takes me al most 1 5  m inutes, 
because of the change of the pawn struc
ture,  and est i mat ing the consequences of 
open ing the g-fi le .  
1 S.gx13 bS 
Heighten ing the tension . Chess can be fun !  

1 6.eS 
Or 1 6.cxb5 axb5 1 7 .�xb5 0-0 1 8 .dxc5 
dxc5 1 9 .�xd7 lld8 . Defi ntely not 1 6 . c2? 
b4. 
1 6  . . .  cxd4 
Here Whi te had left him elf w i th  2 1  m tn 
ute again t m y  5 1 .  

Sici l ian :  the Bucker-Wel l ing Variation 

1 7.t:"iJe4 'iVxd2 1 8.t:"iJxd6+ We7 1 9.�xd2 
�xeS 20.t:"iJxc8+ l:i.hxc8 21 .cxbS axbS 
22.�xbS t:"iJb6 
Al most by force, a posi t ion s imi lar to a 
Meran has ari sen ,  w i th  the ' smal l '  d i ffer
ence that the whi te k i ng is on the other side 
of the board . Whi te ha a weakne s on h4, 
and his passed pawns are almost b l ocked, 
due to the act iv i ty of the black pieces, espe
c ia l ly  the rooks. 
23.�b4+ W16 24.t:"iJd3 t:"iJdS 2S.t:"iJxeS 
..t>xeS 26.l:!.he1 + t:"iJe3 27.a4 t:"iJxh4 

28.�d6+ 
Black i s  a lso clearly better after 28 .i.c3 
dxc3 29.llxe3+ 'it>f6 30.bxc3 tl:lg2 3 l .l:te2 
( 3 l .lled3 tl:lf4 32 .lle3 tl:ld5) 3 l  . . .  tl:lf4 
32 .llc2 l:tc5 . 
28 . . .  'Ot>16 29.lhd4 t:"iJh1S 
Whi te was in t ime-trouble, B lack had 36 
minu tes left .  
30.l:i.d3 t:"iJxd6 31 .l:i.xd6 t:"iJ1S 
3 l  . . .  tl:ld5 32 .i.c6 lla6 33 .�b7 ( 33 .llxd5 
exd5 34.�b7 llca8 35 .llh I Wg5 ) 33 . . .  l:txd6 
34.i.xc8 tl:lb6 35 .i.b7 tl:lxa4. 
32.l:!.d2 h4 33.l:t.h2 l:tg8 34.�c6 J:t.a6! 
3S.�bS lld6 36.l:i.c1 l:i.g3 37 .�c6 t:"iJd4 
38.�e4 �gS 39.l:i.ch1 1S 40.i.b7 l:i.b6 
41 .14+ 'Ot>16 42.lld 1  t:"iJb3 
The bi shop is dominated. 
43.�c8 h3 44.lldh1  t:"iJcS 4S.l:i.xh3 
l:lxh3 46.l:lxh3 
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46 . . .  lbxa4 
B lack wou ld win after 46 . . .  l:tc6 47 .l:tc3 
l:txc8 48.b4 l:Ib8 49.l:txc5 l:Ixb4+ 50.Wc2 
l:txa4. Unfort unate ly Wh i te has 47.b4 ! !  
lbxa4 48 .�d7 l:ta6 49.�xa4 l:txa4 50.l:tb3. 
47.b3 llJc5 48 . ..ti>c2 we7 
48 . . .  l:tc6. 
49.l:Z.e3 c.ti>d6 SO.l:Z.eS l:Z.c6 51 .�xe6 
lbxe6+ 52.c.ti>d3 
52 .Wb2 l:tc5 . 
52 . . .  llJxf4+ 
Whi te resigned. 

3.llJc3 - Transposing to the 
Haberditz Variation 

1 .e4 cS 2.llJf3 h6 3.llJc3 
A clever move order i n  my opin ion .  
3 . . .  lbc6 
Al ternat ive ly, there i s  3 . . .  g5 4 .d4 �g7 ,  or 
4 . . .  g4 5 .ltJg l cxd4 6.'ifxd4 ltJf6 7 .h3  ltJc6 
8 .'ifd3 d6 wi th  a s l ight advantage for Whi te 
according to BUcker i n  Yearbook 1 8 . I t  
seems t range t o  g o  for a ' normal '  S ic i l ian 
wi th  . . .  h6 i ncluded : 3 . . .  e6 4.d4 cxd4 5 .ltJxd4 
d6, or 3 . . .  d6 4.d4 cxd4 5 .ltJxd4 ltJf6 6.�c4. 
4.d4 cxd4 5.llJxd4 eS 
Again  5 . . .  ltJf6 6.�c4 d6 i a strange S ic i l ian 
with . . .  h6. A b lunder i s  6 . . .  ltJxe4?? 7 .ltJxe4 
d5 8 .ltJxc6 bxc6 9 .�b3 dxe4 I O.�xf7+. 
6.llJdb5 llJf6 
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7.llJd5! ?  
This i s  the Haberdi tz  Variat ion.  I n  SOS-2 
(Chapter I 0, p .78)  D imi tri Reinderman 
wrote on th i s  l i ne .  See a lso the SOS Fi les 
of volu me 4.  
7 .ltJd6+ looks l i ke the best move i n  th is 
posi t ion i f  you ask me. After 7 . . .  �xd6 
8 .'ifxd6 'ife7 9 .ltJb5 the star move i s  9 . . .  
l:tb8 a s  reported b y  Reinderman . I nstead 
9 .'ifxe7+ ltJxe7 I O.�e3 d6 is a l ight edge 
for Whi te .  
7 . . .  llJxd5 8.exd5 a 6  
8 . . .  ltJb8 9 .d6± . 
9.dxc6 axbS 1 O.cxd7 + �xd7 

White has a s l ight ly better pawn struc
ture ,  but B lack has free deve lopment and 
a central pawn as Rei nderman poin ted out .  
Chances are about equa l .  



D Giuseppe Fabriano 
• M ichael Basman 

London 1993 

1 .e4 h6 2.lbf3 cS 
Via a smal l transpos i t ion we have arrived 
in our favour i te S i c i l i an .  Probab ly  t h i s  i s  
o n e  of t h e  more ' t heoret ica l '  pos i t ions of 
the h igh ly  orig ina l  p layer M ichael  Bas
man,  who al ways p lays w i l d  and orig i na l  
chess .  Th i s  game i s  no except ion ,  and he 
show that  if you want to beat s trange 
open i ngs,  you shou ld  play more d i rect l y  
and accurate ly  than Wh i te does i n  t h i s  
game ! 
3.d3 d6 4.g3 ltJc6 5.�g2 ltJf6 6.0-0 
A ample l i ne of what cou ld happen after 
6 .ltJbd2 i s  6 . . .  e5 7 .0-0 �e7 8 .ltJh4 g6 9.c3 
ltJh5 I O.ltJdf3 �g4. 
6 . . .  g5 

The move . . .  g5 i much stronger after Whi te 
has cast led of course . 
7.ltJbd2 
Play would be unclear after 7 .h4 gxh4 ! ?  
8 .tt:lxh4 e 6  9.�e3 �e7 I O.tt:ld2 hS l l .�gS 
ttJg4 1 2 .�xe7 'W/xe7 1 3 .c3 �d7.  
7 . . .  �g7 8.c3 �g4 9.l:i.e1 'Wid7 1 0.'Wic2 
�h3 1 1 .�h 1  
Better was l l .ltJf l  �xg2 1 2 .'ttxg2, o r  I I . . .  

Sic i l ian :  the Bucker-Wel l ing Variation 

tt:lhS 1 2 .tt:le3 �xg2 1 3 .'ttxg2 e6 1 4 .'Wid l 
0-0-0 I S .d4 cxd4 1 6 .cxd4 'it>b8. 
1 1 . . .ltJh5 1 2.ltJc4 

1 2  . . .  f5 ! ?  
I don ' t  know many players who wou ld play 
such move i n  th is  pos i t ion ! 
1 3.a4 f4 1 4.e5 0-0-0 
Black's attack i a l ready underway, wh i le  
Whi te i get t ing nowhere fast on the 
queens ide. 
1 5.d4 �fS 1 6.'iYd2 dS 1 7.ltJa3 l:i.hf8 
1 8.dxc5 �e4 1 9.e6 'iVxe6 20.ltJb5 
fxg3 21 .hxg3 

21  ... ltJxg3 ! 1  22.fxg3 'iVg4 23J:I.xe4 
dxe4 24.ltJfd4 'iVxg3+ 25.�g2 �es 
Whi te resigned. 
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CHAPTER 1 6  

Jeroen Bosch 

Fianchetto i n  the Alekh i ne  Fou r  Pawns 

The less explored 5 . . .  g6 ! ?  

0 I van Denisov 
• Alexander Khalifman 

Aix-les-Bains ch-EUR 2011 

1 .e4 li'lf6 2.e5 li'ld5 3.c4 li'lb6 4.d4 d6 
5.f4 
The famous Four Pawns Attack. With a l i t 
t le  he lp  from h is  Alekhine-opponent Whi te 
is set t ing up the most impre ive pawn cen
tre imagi nable. Now if B lack doesn' t  watch 
out, he w i l l  be 'crushed l i ke a bug' a A I  burt 
and Sch i l ler have crudely expressed it i n  
their o ld  book on  the Alekh ine ( Batsford, 
1 985) .  Hav ing said that, I feel that most 
Alekhine players ought to welcome 5 . f4.  
I ndeed, the Modern Variat ion 4.  f3 i the 
way to c la .im a theoretical edge, and Whi te '  
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pace advantage may eas i ly  turn agai nst h im 
when B lack gets i n  h i s  levers . . .  c5 or  . .  .f6, or 
makes use of the loose squares surrounding 
White's k i ng, or s imply develops forc ing 
Whi te to protect h is  far-advanced pawns.  A 
legi t imate quest ion i : Ha n ' t  Whi te imply 
fal len for B lack '  provocat ive fir t move, 
and wal ked right i nto  it? Wel l ,  i t ' s  not nearly 
that s imple e i ther. I fu l l y  agree with John 
Cox who formulated B lack 's  predicament 
when ta lk ing about the main l i ne as fol lows:  
' B lack has to tread a narrow path and for a 
rare l i ne l i ke the Four Pawns Attack a reply 
which lead to le s explored play might be 
preferable. Moreover there are a couple of 
v i rtual ly forced draw l urk ing in the main 



l i ne ' . (John Cox, Starting Out: A lekhine 's 

Defence, Everyman 2004, p. l 27) .  I n  a 
recent  Everyman publ ication (Timothy Tay
lor, A lekhine A lert!, 20 I 0) the same sent i 
ment i s  expressed . I t  shou ld surpri se no  one 
that we advocate a l i ne which leads to les 
explored play in thi SOS chapter !  
5 . . .  g6 
Fu l l y  p layable i s  5 . . .  dxe5 6.fxe5 and now : 
- 6 . . .ltJc6 7 .�e3 �f5 8 .ttJc3 e6 9.ltJf3 
when 9 . . .  �e7 is the sound mai n l i ne ( the 
fol lowing al ternat ives a lso occur :  9 . . .  �b4, 
9 . . .  �g4, 9 . .  .'ti'd7 and 9 . . .  ltJb4). However, 
th i ngs do get hai ry after the harp I O.d5 
un less you have fu l l y  memori zed the theory 
(and repeated the complex l i nes ever so 
often ) and are not averse to a draw. 
- The even sharper 6 . . .  c5 7 .d5 e6 8 .ltJc3 
exd5 9.cxd5 c4 was rehabi l i tated by Alex
ander Shabalov owing to I O.ltJf3 �b4 
l l .�xc4 �xc3+ ! 1 2 .bxc3 ltJxc4 1 3 .'*Va4+ 
ltJd7 and so on. However, the problem i s  
I O.d6 when I would prefer Whi te - al though 
there i s  a fu l l  bat t le  ahead of course . 
- 6 . . .  g6 looks s imi lar to our l i ne, but has the 
di  advantage that the diagonal for White 's 
dark-squared bishop i s  opened too soon .  
6.ltJc3 
The most demanding reply. 
• Less accurate is 6.ttJf3, main ly  because 
White lo e out on early h4-h5 opt ions when 
B lack cast les too soon ( B lack obtain the 
opt ion of . . .  �g4, rendering the attack harm
less) .  Anyway, it i s  hard to be l ieve that White 
can do wi thout ltJc3, for opt ion with bd2 
do not look very threaten ing. 6 . . .  �g7 7 .ltJc3 
( 7 .�e3 0-0 8 .�e2 dxe5 transposes to 6.�e2 
�g7 7 .ltJf3 0-0 8.�e3 dxe5 be low) 7 . . .0-0 
8 .�e3 �e6 transposes to the note to White's 
8th move i n  our main game after 8 .ltJf3 0-0. 
• 6.h3? !  - Whi te under tandably wants 
to prevent a pin on h is  k i ng '  kn ight ,  but a 
tempo i st i l l  a tempo (a l though A lekh ine 
p layers have the i r  own personal out look on 
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open ing ru les l i ke don ' t  p lay tw ice wi th  the 
same piece i n  the open ing of course) :  
6 . . .�g7?! (s l ight ly  i nflexible perhaps, B lack 
cou ld have taken advantage of the weaken
ing of the e l -h4 diagonal . 6 . . .  dxe5 7 .fxe5 c5 
8 .d5 e6 is  much stronger and looks l i ke the 
refutation of 6.h3 i n  my opin ion) 7 .ttJf3 0-0 
8.�e2 �e6 ! ( th is  is the star move in the fian
chetto system. Protect ing the c4 pawn would 
be very annoying for Whi te, whi le d4-d5 
has the drawback of 'overreach ing' . The 
Ukrain ian grandmaster Vlad imir  Sergeev i s  
the main  proponent of th is ystem) 9 .d5 �c8 
I O.ltJc3 c6 (taking advantage of the outpost 
on d5) 1 1 .0-0 cxd5 1 2 .cxd5 ltJ6d7 ( more 
natural is deve loping with 1 2  . . .  ltJ8d7,  but 
B lack's Alekh ine kn ight w i l l  be harrassed 
wi th 1 3 .a4, forcing the weakening 1 3  . . .  a5 
- 1 3  . . .  dxe5? !  1 4.a5 - when White is a l i t t le 
better after 1 4.'ti'd4 ltJc5 1 5 .�e3 ) 1 3 .'ti'd4? ! 
( 1 3 .exd6 exd6 1 4 .�e3 is stronger and pre
serves a sl ight edge ; 1 3 .e6 fxe6 1 4 .ltJg5 ltJc5 
i s  harp and unc lear) 1 3  . . .  dxe5 1 4 . fxe5 

1 4  . . .  ltJxe5 ! ( the poin t  of his 1 2th  move ) 
1 5 .ltJxe5 ltJc6 1 6 .'ti'h4 ( 1 6 .ttJxc6 �xd4+ 
1 7 .ltJxd4 1\Yb6 and whi le  it i n ice to have 
a lot of pieces, Whi te '  po i l ion is rather 
loose here) 1 6  . . .  ltJxe5 gave B lack an extra 
pawn i n  Mrva-Sergeev, Bardejov 1 996. 
• The s l ight ly subtle 6 .�e2 i s  an a l terna
t ive. S t i l l ,  can Whi te rea l ly  do w i thout ltJc3? 
However, B lack shou ld take care as i n  these 
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l i nes the wonder move . . .  �e6 is hardly ever 
strong ;  because of the ab ence of the kn ight 
on c3 B lack does bet ter to react immedi 
ate ly i n  t he  centre .  6 . . .  ..tg7 7 .lt::lf3 0-0 

and now after 8 . ..te3 dxe5 ( now 8 . . .  ..te6 i s  
inaccurate i n  v iew of 9 .lt::lbd2) there i s :  
- 9 . fxe5 �g4 I O.lt::lbd2 . Th i s  i the point  
of de laying the development of the queen's  
knight .  Whi te wi l l  now be able to take back 
on f3 wi th  the kn ight defending d4. B lack, 
however, w i l l  obta in counterp lay with . . .  c5. 

I O . . .  c5 ( I  O . . .  e6 1 1 .0-0 lt::l8d7 1 2 .h3 �xf3 
1 3 .lt::lx f3 'ftie7 i s  too s low, a l though B lack 
eventua l ly  won i n  Nagy-Sergeev, Szom
bathely 2003 ) l l .dxc5 ( B lack's  play is 
straightforward after I l .d5 lt::l8d7 1 2 .0-0 

c7 1 3  . ..tf4 �xf3 1 4 .lt::lx f3 lt::lxe5 ) I I . . .  
lt::l6d7 1 2 .0-0 'ftic7 was sharp but OK for 
B lack i n  the old game Qui none -Darga, 
Am terdam 1 964. 
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- 9.lt::lxe5 also deserves to be i nvestigated : 
9 . . .  c5 I O.d5 ( B lack is al right after I O.dxc5 
lt::l6d7 - I O  . . .  'f/ixd l +  l l .'it;>xd l lt::la4 1 2 .'it;>c2 
lt::ld7 i s  a lso good enough for equal chances 
in a sharp queen less middlegame - l l .lt::lxd7 
lt::lxd7 1 2 .lt::lc3 'f/ia5 1 3 .'f!id2 lt::lxc5 1 4 .lt::ld5 
'f/ixd2+ 1 5 .'� xd2 and the ending i s  equal 
after 1 5  . . .  lt::la4 ! ,  s i nce 1 6 .lt::lxe7+? ! ..tih8 
1 7 .b3 is  we l l -met by 1 7  . . .  l:rd8+ ! ,  but not 
1 7  . . .  �xa l ? 1 8 .l:rxa l ± ) I O  . . .  lt::l8d7 l l .lLlxd7 
..txd7 1 2 .lt::lc3 'f/ic7 1 3 .0-0 lt::lc8 ( the knight 
i s  moved to the ideal  d6-square )  1 4 .l:rc l 
'f/ia5 1 5 .'ftid2 lt::ld6 1 6  . ..td3 l:rac8 1 7  .'f/ie2 
a6 and B lack was a lready s l ight ly better i n  
Gretarsson-Polaczek, Reykjav ik  1 990. 
You shou ld know what to do aga in  t 8 .0-0 
too: 8 . . .  dxe5 ! ( I  don ' t  l i ke 8 . . .  ..te6 for two 
rea ons: 9.d5 ..tg4 I O.lt::lg5 !? looks danger
ous, and sure ly  Whi te is better after 9.b3 
c5 I O.d5 ..tg4 l l ...tb2)  9 . fxe5 ..tg4 ( the 
correct move order; not 9 . . .  c5 I O.d5 ..tg4 
l l .�f4 - aga in  correct is l l .lt::lg5 !, when 
White i s  better - l l . . .lt::l8d7 1 2 .lLlbd2 'ftib8 ! 
and B lack gained the upper hand i n  Nedela
Yel icka, Fi l seck 1 999) I O.lt::lbd2 ( I  O.lt::lc3 
c5) I O . . .  c5 l l .lt::lb3 ( l l .dxc5 lt::l6d7 ;  l l .d5 
lt::l8d7 ) l l . . .cxd4 1 2 .lt::lfxd4 ..txe2 1 3 .'f/ixe2 
'ftic7 !  1 4.c5 lt::ld5 1 5 .e6 f5 1 6 .lt::lb5 'f/ic6 and 
Whi te 's  pawn weaknesse are more impor
tant than h is  s l ight  i n i t i at ive,  Bernardo
Szmetan , Mar del Plata 1 996. 
• 6.h4? dxe5 ! 7 . fxe5 c5 (7 . . .  lt::lc6) 



8 .d5 and after eight consecut ive pawn 
moves Whi te is over-extended . B l ack soon 
won after 8 . . .  �g7 9.�f4 e6 I O.t2Jc3 exd5 
l l .cxd5 0-0 1 2 .h5 tLl8d7 1 3 .t2Jf3 t2Jxe5 ! and 
so on in Asensio Linan-Narci so Dublan,  
Montcada i Re ixac 20 I I . 
6 . . . �g7 7.�e3 
Developing the queenside fi rst is Whi te 's  
most accurate move order. 
- If White has no ambit ions what oever, 
then he can play 7 .c5? !  dxc5 8 .dxc5 'ifxd I +  
95.t>xd I �g4+ when I O .�e2 1ooks equal ,  but 
I O.'it>e l tLl6d7 l l .�e3 t2Jc6 1 2 .�c4 g5 ! saw 
B lack slowly e ize the in i t i at ive i n  G ikas
Haakert ,  Germany Bundesl iga 1 987/88.  
- 7 .t2Jf3 0-0 8 .�e3 �e6 transposes to the 
comments on the next move after 8 .t2Jf3. 

7 . . .  �e6! 

• i. 
1 1 .t 1  
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Whi te 's  move order make th is  move e en
t ia l .  You shou ld rea l ly  keep th i s  fine se in 
m ind when you want to adopt th i s  system 
a B lack.  
Too low is  7 . . .  0-0? ! 8.c5 tLl6d7 and now 
e i ther 9 .h4 wi th  a dangerous attack,  or 
9 .tLlf3 wi th  a po i t ional edge . 
8.d5 
Valent in  Bogdanov prov ides this move 
wi th an exclam in h i s  book on the Alekhine 
(Gambit ,  2009), and it must i ndeed be cru
cia l  to the eval uation of 7 . . .  �e6. 
• With the bi  hop on e6 8 .c5 i of cour e 
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noth ing because of 8 . . .  tLld5 when B l ack has 
an easy game. 
• 8 .'i¥b3 i we l l -met by 8 . . .  a5 , when 
in order to preven t  . . .  a5-a4 Whi te has to 
weaken the b4-square :  9 .a4 t2Ja6 I O .J:!.d I 
tLlb4 l l .tLlf3 d5 1 2 .cxd5 ( 1 2 .c5 t2Jc4) 1 2  . . .  
t2J4xd5 1 3 .tLlxd5 �xd5 1 4 .'ifc2 �xf3 
1 5 .gxf3 tLld5 and B l ack has a clear strucu
tral edge, Kotek-Sergeev, Czechia 1 997/98.  
• 8 .t2Jf3 0-0 (an i mportant posi t ion that 
may a lso be reached via 6 .t2Jf3 ) 

and now : 
9.'ifb3 a5 I O.t2Jg5 ! ( I O.a4 is met by 1 0  . . .  
t2Ja6 when the kn ight w i l l  be excel lent ly 
pl aced on b4) IO . . .  a4 l l .tLlxe6 axb3 ! ?  
( stronger i s  l l  . .  . fxe6 1 2 .'ifd I t2Jc6 for i n  the 
ending 1 3 .c5 be low i s  a problem) 1 2 .t2Jxd8 
l'hd8 1 3 .a3 t2Jc6 i right ly given as equal by 
Cox .  1 4 .0-0-0? ! t2Ja5 1 5 .c5 dxc5 1 6 .dxc5 
I:!.xd l +  1 7 .tLlxd l bc4=F Brener-Pu hk in ,  
Soviet Un ion 1 988 .  However, Whi te shou ld 
i nve t igate the i mmediate 1 3 .c5 which 
seems to favour h im  and i s  neg lected by 
other sources .  
Too passive i s  9.tLld2? ! dxe5 I O .fxe5 c5 
I l .d5 ( l l .dxc5 tLl6d7 i s  exce l lent for B lack 
of course . Whi te 's  centre ha crumbled to 
du t )  l l . . .  �f5 1 2 .�f4 ( not 1 2 .�xc5 8d7; 
1 2 .g4 i s  rather loosen ing after 1 2  . . .  �c8) 
1 2  . . .  e6 ! 1 3 .d6 tLlc6 1 4 .tLlf3 tLld7 ( 1 4 . . .  
�g4) 1 5 .h3? tLldxe5 1 6 .�xe5 �xe5 (or 
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1 6. . .tt:lxe5 ) 1 7 .g4 �xc3+ 1 8 .bxc3 .ie4 and 
B lack was w i nn ing in S .Schmidt-Haakert , 
Germany tt 1 988/89. 
9.b3 i s  the normal move, but by means of 
a tact ical tr ick B l ack can now make use of 
the unprotected kn ight on c3. 9 . . .  c5 ! and 
now : 
- I O.dxc5 tt:l6d7 ! ( th i s  is the poin t  of 
9 . . .  c5 ,  the move 9.b3 has left the c3 knight 
unprotected) 

l l .cxd6 ( I I  Jk I dxeS:f ,  Fedorov-Sergeev, 
War aw rapid 2004) l l . .. exd6 1 2 .'*fxd6 
( 1 2 .�e2 dxe5 1 3 .'iYd2 tt:lc6 1 4 Jk l exf4 
1 5  . .ix f4 tt:lc5 leaves Whi te wi th a s l ight 
d i sadvantage j ust after the open ing,  Sev ian
Tay lor, Los Angeles 20 1 1 )  1 2  . . .  tt:lxe5 ! 
1 3 .'iYxd8 ( 1 3 . fxe5 'iYxd6 1 4 .exd6 �xc3+ 
i s  the trick I mentioned above) 1 3  . . .  tt:lxf3+ 
1 4 .gxf3 llxd8 I S .llc l tt:lc6 
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� .l � .! --
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B lack is fu l ly deve loped, wi th  a sound pawn 
structure .  He has more than enough for the 
pawn :  1 6 .tt:le4 ( 1 6 .�f2 tt:le7 1 7  . .ie2 tt:lf5 
1 8 .llhd I llxd I 1 9  . .ixd I tt:lxe3 20.�xe3 
lle8 was a s l ight ly better ending for B lack 
in  Stopa-Narc iso Dublan,  Montcada i 
Reixac 20 I I ) 1 6  . . .  tt:lb4 1 7  .tt:lc5 Grabher
Ager, Austria 2002/03, and now simply 1 7  . . .  
tt:lxa2 i s  troublesome for the first player. 
- I O . .ie2 cxd4 l l ..ixd4? ( l l .tt:lxd4 dxe5 
1 2 .tt:lxe6 fxe6 1 3 .'iYxd8 l:hd8 1 4  . .l:lc l wa 
a better chance) l l  . . .  tt:lc6 1 2 .exd6? tt:lxd4 
1 3 .tt:lxd4 'iYxd6 and B lack i s  complete ly  
w inn ing, Lefebr- Korostelev, Che l iabinsk 
2008. 
- Whi le I O.d5 .ig4 a lso favour B lack .  
9.d5 .ig4 clearly favours B l ack com
pared to the main l i ne,  where after Wh i te ' s  
more accurate move order B l ack i s  forced 
to return to c8 wi th  the bi shop after d5 .  
I O.'iYd2 ( I O . .ie2 .ixf3 ;  perhaps Whi te 
shou ld have considered muddying the 
waters with I O .h3 .ixf3 l l .'ifx f3 dxe5 
1 2 . f5 )  IO . . .  c6 ! ( not IO . . .  .ixf3 l l .gxf3 
dxe5 1 2 . f5 and Whi te w i l l  castle queen-
ide with unclear play) l l .c5 !? ( 1 1 .0-0-0 

cxd5 1 2 .cxd5 dxe5 1 3 . fxe5 tt:l8d7 1 4 .e6 
leaves B l ack a pleasant choice between 
1 4  . .  .fxe6 1 5 .dxe6 tt:le5 1 6 .'iYxd8 llaxd8 
1 7Jhd8 llxd8 1 8 .tt:lxe5 .ixe5 with a upe
rior end ing ,  and 14  . . .  tt:le5 1 5 .exf7+ llxf7 
1 6 .tt:lxe5 .ixe5 1 7  . .ie2 .ixe2 1 8 .'iYxe2 
.ixc3 1 9 .bxc3 tt:la4 20 . .id4 'iYxdS wi th  a 
pawn up but w i th  the queens st i l l  on ) I I  . . .  
tt:lxd5 1 2 .tt:lxd5 cxd5 1 3 .'i¥xd5 tt:lc6 B l ack 
i s  fu l ly deve loped and we can conc l ude that 
Whi te has let h i mse l f  be provoked by the 
typical Alekh ine strategy. 1 4 .cxd6 .ix f3 
1 5 .gxf3 exd6 1 6  . .ib5? 'iYh4+ 1 7 .We2 d xe5 
wi th  a w inn i ng attack i n  J .  Bauer-Sergeev, 
SaJa 1 993 .  
• 8 .b3 ! ?  i s  better played immediate ly, 
rather than wi th the i nc l usion of 8 .tt:lf3 
0-0 as we aw above : 8 . . .  0-0 when best i s  



9.'ifd2 and now : 
- 9 . . .  dxe5 I O. fxe5 c5 l l .d5 �f5 1 Vt::lf3 
ltl8d7 is f ine for B lack .  
- Here too B lack shou ld not  p lay 9 . . .  
c 5 ? !  for, after I O.dxc5 ltl6d7 l l .cxd6 
exd6 1 2 .'ifxd6 ltlxe5? ( 1 2 . . .  ltlc6 1 3 .�e2 
J:te8 1 4 .'ifd2 f6 1 5 .ltlf3 fxe5 1 6 .0-0 ! exf4 
1 7 .�xf4 ltlde5 1 8 .ltlg5? ! �f5 - 1 8  . . .  'ifxd2 
1 9 .�xd2 �f5 = - 1 9.ltld5± Fercec
Kostrun ,  Pu la  2002) there is no i n termedi 
ate check on  f3 as  there wa  after 8 .ltlf3 0-0 
9.b3 above . I nterest ingly, it favours Whi te 
to lose a tempo wi th  9 .'ifd2 ! .  
- 9 . . .  a5 ! ?  I O.ltlf3 a4 i s  another way t o  seek 
counterplay. 
We al ready i nvest igated 9.ltlf3? ! c5 I O.dxc5 
ltl6d7 ! .  
Note that 9 .llc I shou ld be met by 9 . . .  dxe5 
(w i th c3 protected i t  i s  a mi take to play 9 . . .  
c 5 ? !  I O.dxc5 ltl6d7? l l .cxd6 exd6 1 2 .'ii'xd6 
and with no tricks along the d iagonal ,  B lack 
has insufficient compensation for the pawn,  
Dabo Peranic- Ko t run ,  Pu la  2002 ) I O . fxe5 
c5 l l .d5 �f5 . 
• After 8 .�e2 B l ack can play 8 . . .  ltlxc4 ! ? 
( 8 . . .0-0 9.d5 �c8 - 9 . . .�f5 - I O.ltlf3 �g4 
cou ld st i l l  be a l i t t le  better for Whi te)  
9 .�xc4 �xc4 1 0. a4+ b5 l l .ltlxb5 �xb5 
1 2 .'ii'xb5+ ltld7 and th is  has not been tested 
in practice, but i t  looks qu i te OK for B lack .  

8 . . .  �c8 

Fianchetto in  the Alekhine Fou r  Pawns 

I t  may look strange to undevelop the bishop, 
but in combination with Khal i fman ' l Oth  
move i t  may wel l  be best .  
R i sk ier i s  8 . . .  �f5 , as the bi shop somet imes 
prov ides Whi te wi th  a target :  9 .ltlf3 (9.�e2 
0-0 I O.ltlf3 e6 l l .dxe6 �xe6 1 2 .c5 !? )  
9 . . .  e6? ! (9  . . .  0-0 ! I O.�e2) I O.exd6 cxd6 
l l .�d4 �xd4, Mazyri n- Korostelev, Che l i 
abinsk 2008, and  now 1 2 .ltlxd4± .  
9.ltlf3 
Whi te shou ld th ink  about h i s  development, 
and he shou ld not fear . . .  �g4 ( B lack has 
a lready moved his bi shop twice) .  
- Too sharp i s  9 .e6 fxe6 I O.h4 exd5 
l l .cxd5 e6 1 2 .�d4 'ii'e7 1 3 .�xg7 'ii'xg7 
1 4 .dxe6 ltlc6 1 5 .ltlf3 �xe6, Flores-Lianos, 
Bueno Aires 1 998.  
- The same goes for 9.c5 ltl6d7 I O.cxd6 
exd6 l l .e6 fxe6 1 2 .dxe6 ltlf6 1 3 . b3 e7 
1 4 .0-0-0 �xe6 1 5 .�xe6+ �xe6 1 6 .J:te l 
ltlc6 1 7 .ltlf3 �d7 1 8 .ltlg5 �f5+ ,  Arribas 
Lopez-Navarro Cia ,  Pamplona 2008. 
9 . . .  0-0 
• Sergeev has played the immediate 9 . . .  c6, 
when I O.�e2 0-0 1 1 .0-0 �g4 looks some
what better for Whi te :  
- 1 2 .�d2 �xf3 1 3 .J:txf3 cxd5 1 4 .cxd5 
dxe5 1 5 . fxe5 �xeS 1 6 .�h6 and now Ser
geev sacri ficed the exchange and held on 
to the draw rather eas i ly :  1 6  . . .  ltl8d7 ( 1 6  . . .  
�g7? 1 7 .J:th3 ! )  1 7 .�x f8 �xf8 1 8 .ltle4 
�g7 1 9 .J:tafl ltlf6 20.ltlxf6+ exf6 2 1 .d6 
J:td8 22 .J:td3 ltlc4 23 .�b4 ltlxd6 24.J:tfd I 
�h6 25.g3 �f8 26.�f3 �e7 27 .�g2 �g7 
28 .a4 b6 29.b3 h5 30. d2 draw, Petr-Ser
geev, Ust i  nad Orl ic i  2006. 
- 1 2 .exd6 ! exd6 1 3 .�d4 ( 1 3 .dxc6 ltlxc6 
and B lack ha suffic ient  act iv i ty for the 
weak pawn on d6) i s  l ight ly better for 
Whi te .  
- 1 2 .e6 fxe6 1 3 .ltlg5 i s  met  by  1 3  . . .  ltlxc4 ! 
• 9 . . .  �g4 I O .h3 �xf3 l l .'ifxf3 dxe5 1 2 .c5 
exf4 1 3 .�b5+ ( 1 3 .�xf4 ltl6d7 1 4.d6 i also 
i n tere t i ng)  1 3  . . .  ltl6d7 1 4 .'ifxf4 0-0 1 5 .0-0 
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c6 ! 1 6 .�c4 wi th  compensation for the pawn 
i n  Zvara-Stocek, Czechia 2009. 
1 0.�d3 
Ambit ious, but Khal i fman comes up with a 
good reply. 
S imply I O.�e2 can be met by any of the 
standard repl ies, but then Whi te hou ld be 
a l i t t le  better. The computer rather l i kes the 
piece sacrifice fol lowing I O . . .  tiJ8d7 !? ( I  0 . . .  
c6, I O  . . .  �g4, I O  . . .  e6), but th is  looks too 
dangerous:  1 1 .0-0 ( l l .�d4 ! ?) l l  . . .  dxeS 
1 2 .cS ( 1 2 . fxeS tiJxeS 1 3 .tiJxeS �xeS� )  1 2  . . .  
exf4 1 3 .�d4 ( 1 3 .�f2 !  �xc3 1 4 .bxc3 tiJxcS 
I S .�xcS "ifxdS favours Whi te )  1 3  . . .  tiJxdS 
1 4 .tiJxdS eS I S .�f2 ( I S .�c3 c6 1 6.ti:lb4 
aS 1 7 .tiJc2 l:te8+ )  I S  . . .  e4 1 6 .�h4 tiJf6 
1 7 .tiJxf6+ �xf6 1 8 .�xf6 'ffxf6.  

1 0  . . .  e6! 
Both of Whi te 's  central pawns have 
advanced and they are easy targets .  
I O . . .  �g4 ! ? 1 1 .0-0 ! ?  dxeS 1 2 . fxeS and if  
B lack now takes the pawn ,  Whi te w i l l  
obta in enough piece play. However, B lack 
can a lso cont i nue to attack Whi te '  centre 
wi th  1 2  . . .  c6 or 1 2  . . .  e6 ( 1 2  . . .  tiJ8d7 1 3 .cS 
tiJc8 1 4 .'ii'b3;  1 2 . . .�xeS 1 3 .�h6; 1 2 . . .�x f3 
1 3 .'ffx f3 �xeS 1 4 .�h6) . 
1 1 .0-0 tiJa6 
B lack wou ld be more flexible after I I  . . .  
exdS ! ?. 

1 36 

1 2.�e2 
Now that Whi te is mov ing back and forth 
wi th the bi shop, B l ack may do the same: 
1 2  .. . exd5 1 3.cxd5 �g4 
Black has counterp lay against Whi te 's  
centre .  
1 4.i.d4 
The al ternat ives do not pose B l ack any real 
problems e i ther: 1 4 .'ii'b3 �x f3 I S .�xf3 
dxeS or  1 4 .�xa6 bxa6 I S .h3 �xf3.  
1 4  . . .  tiJb4 
Black equal i zes wi th  1 4  . . .  dxeS . 
1 5.'iVb3 

1 5  . . .  c5 1 6.dxc6 
1 6.�e3 �fS ! with counterplay. For example: 
1 7 .l:tac l �d3 ! 1 8 .�xd3? ! tiJxd3 1 9Jlcd l c4. 
1 6  . . .  tiJxc6 1 7.i.xb6 
This exchange does not promise anyth ing .  
17 . . .  'iVxb6+ 1 8.'iVxb6 axb6 1 9.exd6 
l:tfd8 
Black w i l l  ret rieve the pawn wi th  even 
chances. 
20.l:tfd1 i.f8 21 .h3 
The safest way to the draw again t h is 

tronger opponent .  
21 . . .  i.xf3 22.�xf3 i.xd6 23.g3 ..ic5+ 
24.'it>g2 ..id4 25.a3 i.xc3 26.bxc3 c.t>f8 
27.<;fr>f2 l:txd1 28.i.xd1 l:td8 29.i.e2 
tiJa5 
And the players agreed to a draw. 



CHAPTE R 1 7  

Arthur Kogan 

Ki n g 's Gam bit - a Patzer Check 

1 . e4 e5 2 . f4 'ii'h4+ ! ?  

1 .e4 e5 2.f4 ! ?  
The K i ng ' s  Gambi t !  My student often 
think that the idea beh i nd this gambi t  is 
to create attack ing posi t ions .  However, 
I teach them that i n  rea l i ty the main idea 
in nearly a l l  gambi ts  i s  fi rst of all to t ry to 
surprise ( not with the Queen ' s  Gambi t ! ) , 
and secondly to obtain max imum control  
of the centre and more space for the pieces 
to smi le ,  and on ly then to attack the k ing !  
The  K i ng's  Gambit i s  a romant ic way of  
playi ng, that many have thought to refute 
after long analy i , but do you have enough 
t ime or enough motivation to memorize it 
a l l ?  I gues that by buying th i  SOS book 
you and I both th ink  in the same way : we 

both l i ke fun in ches and we both l i ke to 
make our opponents shake the i r  heads in 
surpri se ! 
The K ing's Gambit is not that common any
more, but there st i l l  are many aggressive 
players who l i ke to use it from t ime to t ime.  
One example from 20 I 0 was the fantastic 
win of Polgar agai nst Topalov ! In that game 
she played the 3 .�c4 l i ne, al low ing . . .  'i!fh4 
to h ide her k ing on f l , and then w in  t ime ver
sus the black queen, making her pieces smile 
thanks to her central pawns !  However we 
wi l l  not a l low omething l i ke th is  to happen ! 
2 . .  .'ilr'h4+! 
The ex lamation mark is for the surprise 
effect ! If a patzer ees a check . . .  i s  what 
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our opponent w i l l  sure ly th ink .  However, i n  
rea l i ty I fi rst saw th is  funny look ing move 
in a game of GM Murey as Whi te in which 
the resu l t  of the open ing wa complete ly  
against  the usua l  aggressive sp i r i t  of the 
K ing's Gambi t !  The problem with play ing 
a main l i ne ver us the K i ng's Gambit i that 
there i s  so much analysis that you need to 
memorize ( and keep up-to-date) .  J ust ask 
yoursel f: i s  all that work worth i t  for the few 
King's  Gambit games that you w i l l  encoun
ter  i n  your l i fe? I th ink 2 . . .  'ifh4 check i s  a 
good pract ical choice, and i n  analysing it I 
found it a cool SOS-weapon which I suc
ce sfu l l y  played myse lf. 
Just  for fun I g ive you the game J . Polgar
Topalov, Mex ico Ci ty rapid 20 I 0, that I 
mentioned above : 
2 . . .  exf4 3 .Ac4 d5 4.exd5 'ifh4+ S :;t;> f )  Ad6 
6.ti:lf3 'ifhS 7 .ti:lc3 ti:le7 8 .d4 0-0 9.c,i;>f2 
ti:ld7 I O.lle I ti:lb6 I I .Ab3 ti:lexd5 1 2 .ti:lxd5 
ti:lxd5 1 3 .c4 ti:le3 1 4  . .ixe3 fxe3+ 1 5 .llxe3 
.ifS 1 6 .c5 .if4 1 7  .J:te7 .ig4 1 8 .J:te4 'iffS 
1 9 .Ac2 Ah5 20.lle5 Axf3 2 l .Wxf3 !  f6 
22.l:tf5 'ifh6 23 .l:txf4 J:tae8 24.�d3 f5 
25 .h4 l:te4 26.'ifd2 l:te7 27 .J:te I 1 -0. 
3.g3 
Although we now have to move our lady 
agai n ,  the weakening of White 's ki ng
side may wel l  be worth i t !  This i s  a very 
important psychological point as wel l ,  for 
the main danger i n  the K i ng's Gambit i s  
the attack on f7 wi th a bi hop on c4 ,  and 
an open f-fi le and crazy sacrificial ideas. 
However, can you imagine a bi shop on c4 
ignoring the whi te square weaknesse made 
by g3? Needless to say that we don ' t  fear a 
bi shop fianchetto, but that doesn ' t  mean that 
the ca e is closed . No !  B lack ha lost t ime 
wi th h i s  queen and Whi te w i l l  try to use h is  
advantage i n  development .  So le t ' s  cont inue 
to prove our ca e that 2 . . .  'ifh4 was correct !  
3 .<,1;>e2? i s  i n  the spir i t  o f  Ste in i tz, but such 
th i ngs must not be exaggerated ! Funn i ly, i t  
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was tried by a few players, probably because 
they prepared the l i ne 2 . . .  exf4 3 .d4? ! 'ifh4+ 
4 .We2.  However, here B lack st i l l  didn ' t  
lose the centre and h e  can get a clear edge 
in more than one way, for example:  3 . . .  d5 ! ,  
a counter gambi t  i n  the OJala spir i t ,  opening 
fi les and diagonals and making the black 
pieces sm i l e !  ( 3  . . .  'ifxf4 4 .ti:lc3 ti:lc6 5 .ti:lf3 
ti:ld4++ i a lso good, Schmit t -Ander , Bad 
Homburg 2009)  4.ti:lf3 .ig4 5 .d3? dxe4 
6.dxe4 ti:lc6 7 .c3 ti:lf6 8 .'ife I 't'VhS 9.ti:ld2 
exf4 I O.Wd I 0-0-0 led to a s i mple win in 
Tejada-Padros, Spain cr 1 985 .  
3 . . .  'ife7! 
This may look strange, but the idea i to 
keep control of the centre, and to keep an 
eye on the unprotected pawn on e4 . From 
this pos i t ion we w i l l  i nvest igate 4 .fxe5 and 
4.  ti:lc3,  as wel l as the w i tty 4.'ife2.  

D Dirk van Dooren 
• Rikard Medancic 

Schwarzach 2009 

1 .e4 e5 2.f4 'ifh4+ 3.g3 fi/e7 4.fxe5 
Thi s  is a cri t ical l i ne ,  a is 4 .ti:lc3 !  which we 
w i l l  i nvest igate later on ( Leignei-C.Foisor, 
Bethune 1 997) .  
4 . . .  d6!  

Another surprise ! Th i s  i the main point  of 
3 . . .  e7 and the rea on why I l i ked this l i ne 
so much.  



i nstead, 4 . . .  'iWxeS? w i l l  j ust he lp  Whi te to 
gain some tempi for development and cen
tral control . For some reason i t  wa played 
a few t imes by the expert Christ i na Foi sor. 
I guess she s imply l i ke to dance wi th her 
queen? S .tt:lc3 :  
- S . . .  tt:lc6 6.tt:lf3 'i!t'e7 and now 7 .d4 ! ( 7  .�c4 
d6 8 .d3 �g4 9 .tt:ldS 'i!t'd7 I O.c3 ..ixf3 
l l .'i!t'xf3 tt:leS:f Cabe l lo  Fernandez-C.Foi
sor, Oviedo rapid 1 993) i s  strong, when 7 . . .  
d S  (or 7 . . .  d 6  8 . .-igS ) 8 .tt:lxdS 'ffxe4+ 9.'ffe2 
i s  a better endgame for White .  
- Or S . . .  tt:lf6 6.d4 'tWaS 7 . ..id2 ..ib4 and 
now 8 .eS ! i s  a logical novel ty - 8 .a3 �xc3 
9 .�xc3 'i!t'b6 I 0 .  'i!t'f3 dS gave B lack coun
terplay i n  Cantero Mart i n -Mora, Barcelona 
200 I - 8 . . .  tt:ldS 9 .a3± .  
5.tUc3 
S .exd6 leads to an endgame that we w i l l  
encounter i n  the next game ( Borner- Kogan, 
B iel 1 99 1 ) . 
After S .tt:lf3 dxeS 6 . ..ig2 �g4 7 .0-0 tt:ld7 
8 .d3 tt:lgf6 9.Wh I �e6 !  I O.'i!t'e I ..icS 
I I .tt:lbd2 0-0 1 2 . c4 l:Ue8 1 3 .b4 �f8 
1 4 .�b2 �xf3 I S .l:tx f3 bS 1 6 .tt:le3 tt:lb6 
1 7  .J:tfS tt:lfd7 1 8 .�c3 cS 1 9 .a3 J:tac8 B lack 
had n ice counterplay i n  S l uka-Mokry, 
Czech tt 1 996/97 .  
5 . . .  dxe5 6.tt:lf3 

6 . . .  tt:lf6 ! 
This  is the most flex ible move . It i bet 
te r  to wa i t  for Whi te to commi t  h is  k i ng-

King's Gambit - a Patzer Check 

side bishop before play ing . . .  c6, as a quick 
. . .  tt:lc6 (with the idea of . . .  tt:ld4 or . . .  tt:laS ) 
can be a good reply when Whi te deve lops 
the bishop to c4. 
Therefore 6 . . .  c6? ! seems worse even though 
B lack managed to win in a game between 
two GMs:  7 .�c4 �g4 ( 7 . . .�h3 8.d4) 8 .d3 
tt:ld7 9 .0-0 tt:lgf6 I O.'Otg2 bS I I ...ib3 tt:lcS 
1 2 .h3 �xf3+ 1 3 .'i!t'xf3 aS 1 4.d4 ! ( th i s  i s  
very strong) 14  . . .  a4 I S .�gS ( and now 
I S .�xf7+!  wou ld have been the correct fol 
low-up:  I S  . . .  'it;>xf7 1 6 .dxcS 'iWxcS 1 7 .g4 h6 
1 8 .h4 wi th  a very n ice i n i t iat ive) I S  . . .  axb3 
1 6 .axb3 ( 1 6 .dxcS ) 1 6  . . .  J:txa I 1 7  .J:!.xa I tt:le6 
1 8 .dxeS 'i!t'b7 ! 1 9 .�x f6 gxf6 20.exf6 ..id6 
( B lack is tak ing over the attack)  2 1 .tt:le2 
J:tg8+ and B lack later won i n  Rodriguez
Spangenberg, Mar del Plata 1 999. 
7 . ..Q.c4 
7 .d3 tt:lc6 8 .�gS 'i!t'b4 ! 9 .J:tb I and now 
9 . . .  ..ie6 ! i ntending to cast le queenside 
i s  stronger than 9 . . .  h6? ! I O .�xf6 gxf6 
l l .tt:ld2 ..ie6 1 2 .tt:ldS which was p layed i n  
Obukhov-Solovjov, A l ushta 2002 . 
7 . . .  tt:lc6! 
Thi i s  the reason why B lack shou ld post 
pone . . .  c6 .  The kn ight i s  very act ive and can 
annoy the bishop. 
8.d3 
8 .0-0?? b lunders a piece after 8 . . ."tlfcS+. 
8 .a4 �h3 ! looks great for B lack ! Again ,  
queenside cast l i ng i s  up nex t .  
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8 . . .  tt:Ja5!  
B lack i s  gett ing r id of the most  dangerous 
piece that Whi te has. 
9.�b3 tt:Jxb3 1 O.axb3 h6!? 
Also i n terest ing i s  IO  . . .  ..th3 .  
1 1 .h3 c6 
l l . . ."ife6 i s  another opt ion .  
1 2.�e3 a6 1 3.l:ta5 li:Jd7 1 4.0-0 1i'e6 
1 5.Wg2 ..tb4 1 6.l:la4 �e7 1 7.d4? 
M issing the h idden threat ! 

1 7  . . .  li:Jb6 
Black ha a huge edge after th is  d i scovered 
attack .  
The remai nder i s  no longer relevant for our 
analy i s  of the opening of course. 
1 8.l:ta5 "*Yxh3+ 1 9.�f2 li:Jd7 20.tt:Jxe5? 
1i'h2+ 
20 . . .  li:Jxe5 2 J.l:lxe5 ..tg4 ! .  
21 .�e1 tt:Jxe5 22.l:txe5 xg3+ 23.�f2 
"*Yg4 24."+i'd3 "+i'd7 25.l:lg 1  f6 26.l:lh5 
�b4 27."*Yg3 g5 28.l::t gh1  g7 29.�e3 
�e6 30.�d1  0-0-0 
Now B lack '  k i ng is safe and the outcome 
is no longer in doubt. 
31 .li:Ja4? 
Threaten i ng mate, but B l ack has a s imple 
and strong reply. 
31 .. .  �d6 32. f3 �b8 33J:tf1 f7 
34.Wc1 l:tdf8 35.l:lfh1 "*Yg6 36.d5? 
cxd5 37.exd5 �f5 38. d1  l:te8 
39.�g1 �xc2 
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And Whi te resigned. (39 . . .  ..tf4+ ! 40.Wb I 
..txc2+ 4 1 .'ir'xc2 l:te l +-+ . ) 

D Daniel Borner 
• A rtur Kogan 

Biel 1991 

1 .e4 e5 2.f4 1i'h4+ 3.g3 1i'e7 4.fxe5 d6 
5.exd6 
I n stead of 5 .li:Jc3 a in the previous game. 
5 .. . 1Wxe4+ 6.1i'e2 'ifxe2+ 7.li:Jxe2 
�xd6 

When I was young I d iscussed this po i 
t ion w i t h  GM Murey ( who often played 
the K ing's Gambi t ) .  l was more in B lack 's 
favour here, whi le  he took the whi te s ide .  
Accord ing to my pract ice and my analysi 
the ending i s  most probably about equal ,  but 
B lack ha good chances to e ize the i n i t ia
t ive !  Al l  we need from an SOS l i ne, right? 
8.�g2 
• 8.d3 wa played i n  the tern game of the 
2 . . ."ifh4 l i ne ( at lea t accord ing to my data
base ) .  A game between two famous GMs !  
I guess you  w i l l  be surpri sed to  learn that 
the strategi t Ulf Andersson was once a 
fan of gambi ts !  Yes, we a l l  get old wi th in  
t ime . . .  8 . . .  ..td7 9 . ..tg2 ..tc6 I O  . ..txc6+ xc6 
J J ...tf4 ..txf4 1 2 .li:Jxf4 li:Jf6 and now the 
players agreed a draw, Anders on- Keene, 

ice ol 1 974. 
• 8 .li:Jbc3 c6!  ( not 8 . . .  li:Jc6 9.li:Jb5 ) and now : 



- 9.�g2 CiJe7 (9 . . .  CiJa6 ! ?) I O.d3 0-0 l l .l:lb I 
�c5 ( I I .  . .  CiJa6) 1 2 .CiJa4 �b4+ 1 3 .�d2 
CiJa6 1 4 .a3 �d6 1 5 .b4 CiJc7 was u nclear in  
Olesen-Shvidler, Te l Av iv 1 995 .  
- 9 .b3  CiJf6 I O .�b2 �g4 ( here 10  . . .  0-0 
l l .�g2 l:te8 1 2 .0-0-0 �g4 1 3 .t1de I CiJbd7 
is OK for B lack )  l l .�g2 CiJbd7 1 2 .h3 and 
here 1 2 . . .�xe2 ( 1 2 . . .�f5 1 3 .0-0-0 0-0-0 
1 4 .t1hf l  �g6 1 5 .CiJf4 was s l ight ly bet
ter for White in Murey-Eng, Beer-Sheva 
1 985)  1 3 .CiJxe2 h5 ! ?  is  decent  enough, as i s  
1 3  . . .  0 -0 plann ing . . .  t1e8 and . . . .  a5 . 
8 . . .  h5 !?  
An in terest ing practical choice to disturb 
my opponent .  
No worse i s  8 . . .  CiJc6 9 .d4 �g4 I O.c3 
0-0-0 l l . h3 �xe2 1 2 .Wxe2 �xg3 1 3 .�g5 
f6 1 4 .Wf3 �d6 1 5 .�e3 f5 , Moskovets
Korobov, A lushta 2002. 
9.d4 h4 1 o.�f4 �xf4 1 1 .CiJxf4 CiJf6 
1 2.CiJd2 hxg3 1 3.hxg3 .l:l.xh 1 +  1 4  . .ixh1  
l0c6 1 5.c3 .Q.g4 1 6.Wf2 0-0-0 
B lack . hou ld have sufficient counterplay to 
compensate for Whi te '  table centre .  
1 7.l:l.e1 g5 ! ?  1 7  . . .  t1h8 .  1 8.l0d3 .if5 
1 9 . .ixc6 
1 9 .CiJc5 i s  best met by 1 9  . . .  b6 ! .  
1 9 . . .  .ixd3 2 0  . .if3 :th8 21 .l:l.h 1  l:l.xh1 
22.�xh1 l0g4+ 23.Wf3 f5 
And I went on to w in  th i s  s l ight ly more 
comfortable endgame for B l ack :  
24 . .ig2 Wd7 25 . .ih3 l0f6 26.We3 

King's Gambit - a  Patzer Check 

.ic2 27.�g2 b6 28.c4 as 29.�f3 We6 
30 . .ie2 l0e4 31 .tt'lxe4 .ixe4 32.a3 c5 
33 . .id1 .ib1 34.�e2 Wd6 

35 . .id3?? 
This  i s  a huge m istake, Whi te cou ld keep 
the draw w i th 35 .�h5 .  
35 . . .  cxd4+ 36.c.t>xd4 .ixd3 37.<iftxd3 
a4! Fix ing Whi te 's  structure and w inn i ng 
the game. 38.Wd4 f4 39.gxf4 gxf4 And 
Whi te resigned as the pawn ending i s  lost . 

0 N icolas Leignel 
• Christina Foisor 

Bethune 1 997 

1 .e4 e5 2.f4 'ifh4+ 3.g3 'ife7 4.tt'lc3! 
Deve loping and plann ing CiJd5 i s  a l so very 
logical of course. 
Witty and interest ing i s  4 .'ife2 ! ?  

1 4 1 



Arthu r  Kogan 

- A very creat ive SOS- l i ke reply with the 
queen ! I t  even led to a win of an amateur 
player ( 2060) versus GM Mi tkov ! So, we 
shou ld not underest imate i t :  4 . . .  lLlf6 5 . fxe5 
'it'xe5 6.lLlc3 �b4 7 .lLlf3 'it'c5 8.e5 lLlg4 
9.lLle4 'it'd5 (9 . . .  'it'e3 is funny, but not good 
enough I O .'it'xe3 lLlxe3 l l .�d3± ) I O .c3± 
and wi th  d4 and �g2 coming White i s  dom
inat i ng !  Luco-M i tkov, Metz 1 992.  
- A stronger reply i s  4 . . .  lLlc6 ! , w i th  . . .  lLld4 
i n  mind :  5 .c3? !  was played i n  the only 
game i n  my database, but here I wou ld rec
ommend a counter K i ng's  Gambit surpri se 
wi th  5 .lLlf3 d6 wi th  . . .  �g4 coming .  B lack i s  
fight ing for control over square d4, he  cou ld 
even ca t ie  queenside, and . . .  g6 and . . .  �g7 
are a l so on. B l ack is OK ! .  

5 . .  . f5 ! !  ( I  prefer Whi te after 5 . . .  lLlf6 6.d3 -
6 .fxe5 'it'xe5 7 .�g2;!; - 6 . . .  d5 7 .exd5 lLlxd5 
- 7 . . .  �g4 - 8 .�g2 'it'e6 9 .lLlh3 Bengtson
Mukharj i ,  USA 1 995 ) 6.exf5 (6.d3 fxe4 
7 .dxe4 lLlf6=F ; 6 . fxe5 fxe4 ! 7 .'it'xe4 lLlf6+ 
and B lack is the one wi th  a clear edge in  
deve lopment ! )  6 . . .  d5 7 .�h3 lLlh6 wi th  the 
i n i t i at ive .  A l so good i s  7 . . .  e4 8.'it'h5+ <;i;>d8 
and B lack has central control and w i l l  w i n  
tempi on  White 's  queen .  
4 . . . d6! 
The best reply i n  my opin ion .  After 4 . . .  
exf4?, which was once the usual choice 
of Chri t i na  Foi or, Whi te is better: 5 .d4 
( 5 .d3 ! ?  fxg3 6 .hxg3 c6 7 .�e2 lLla6 8. f3 
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d6 9.�g5 'it'c7 1 0.0-0-0 al o gave Whi te 
a superior pos i t ion i n  Pautrot-C. Foi or, 
Montpe l l ier 1 997) 5 . .  . fxg3 6.�f4 (6 .lLlf3 d6 
7 .�g5 f6 8 .�f4 lLlc6 9 .'it'd3 'it'f7 1 0.0-0-0 
and Whi te won in Stocek-Yokac, Prerov 
200 1 )  6 . . .  c6 7 .'it'd2 b5 8 .0-0-0 f6 9 .e5± 
and th is  led to another di  aster for B lack in 
Chaderon-C.Foi sor, France 1 998.  
5.�c4 
Or 5 .'it'f3 ! ? lLlf6 6.b3 lLlc6 7 .�b5 �d7 
8 .lLlge2 lLlb4 ! 9.�d3 d5 ! I O.exd5 0-0-0! 
l l .�b2 �g4 !  and Black had achieved a k i l l 
i ng  attack and won in  Olala style (as  played 
by my Span ish student Juan Luis Ramiro), 
Ramon-Ramiro, La Puebla de Alfinden 20 I 0. 
After the attack ing 5 .lLld5 B lack has 
5 . . .  'it'd8 6.lLlf3 

6 . . .  c6 !  ( 6  . . .  lLlf6 ! ? is a lso p layable, as after 
7 .�c4 �e6 8 .d4 �xd5 9.exd5 exf4 I O.�x f4 
�e7 I 1 .0-0 0-0 1 2 .�b3 lLlbd7 Whi te is a 
l i t t le  better, but B lack held i n  You ldis-Pla
chetka, B led 2002 ) 7 .lLle3 ( 7 .lLlc3 lLlf6 ! ? 
- or 7 . . .  exf4 8 .gxf4 d5 ! w i th  unclear p lay 
- 8 .fxe5 - 8.d3 lLlbd7 wi th . . .  b5 ideas is a 
good Ph i l idor! The l ight -squared bishop 
w i l l  be pa sive on e2 or g2 - 8 . . .  dxe5 
9.lLlxe5 �c5 i s  a good gambi t ,  as the black 
k ing w i l l  feel much safer than h i  oppo
nent 's ,  r ight? I O.�g2 - I O.lLla4? ! i met by 
I O . . .  �d4 ! l l .lLlf3 lLlxe4 - I 0 . . .  0-0? l l .lLle2 
.lle8 1 2 .d4 �b6 1 3 .c3 c5 ! w i th  obv iou 
compensat ion)  7 . . .  exf4 8 .gxf4 lLlf6 9.d3 d5 



I O.e5 tLlh5 ! looks good for B lack, as I l . f5 
i s  met by l l  . . .  d4. 
5 . . .  c6 6.fxe5 dxe5 7.d3 tLlf6 

8.tLlge2?!  
Against t he  stronger 8 .tLlf3 my choice 
wou ld be the prophylact ic 8 . . .  h6 ! ,  to prevent 
tLlg5 or �g5 (8 . . .  b5 ! ?  9 .�b3 tLla6 I O.tLlg5 
�g4 !  l l .tLle2 �h5 is another opt ion . But  I 
don ' t  l i ke 8 . . .�g4? ! 9 .h3 �h5 I O.g4 �g6 
l l .�e3 and wh i le B lack went on to w in  i n  
Carbonnei -Dobrev, France 2008, th is  i s  not 
a dream bishop on g6) 9.0-0 (9 .a4 �h3 )  9 . . .  
�h3 I O . .lle I b 5  l l .�b3 tLlg4 looks more to 
the poin t .  
8 . . .  �h3! 
Thi s  emphas izes the poin t  of 2 . . .  h4+ ! .  
Having provoked g 3  B lack takes advantage 
of the weakened l ight squares. 
9.�g5 tLlbd7 1 0.�d2 h6 1 1 .�e3 tLlg4 

King's Gambit - a Patzer Check 

1 2.0-0-0 B lack i a lso much better after 
1 2 .tLlg I tLlxe3 1 3 .tLlxh3 tLlxc4 1 4.dxc4 tLlb6. 
1 2  . . .  tLlxe3 1 3.'i:t'xe3 b5 1 4.�b3 aS! 

Gain ing more and more space, and annoy
ing White 's  pieces ! 
1 5.a4 b4 1 6.tLlb1 �g5! 
What cou ld be better than solv ing the prob
lem of the queen by exchanging  into a 
c learly better endgame, ow ing to the weak
ness on h2 and the two Olala B i shops ! 
1 7.'�fxg5 hxg5 1 8.d4 �g2 1 9.l:.he1 
.llxh2 20.tLld2 �e7 21 .d5 c5 22.�c4 

22 . . .  g4! 23.�b5 �g5 24.�c6 0-0-0! 
Always n ice to cast le th i  late i nto the 
game. Chris t ina went confident ly on to w in  
t he  game : 
25.ttJg1 �h 1 ! 26.�b5 ttJf6 27.�d3 c4! 
28.�xc4 ttJxe4 29.l:te2 l'he2 30.ttJxe2 
�xd2+ 31 Jlxd2 ttJxd2 32.'it>xd2 

B lack a lready has a very comfortable edge . And Whi te stopped the clock. 
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The SOS Competition 

�® l1BDVD® 0® 0lJQD@Ju7 
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With SOS not only wi l l  you score some unexpected 
victories, you also have a chance to win a nice amount 

of money! Every six months, IM Jeroen Bosch, the 
edi tor of SOS, gives away a cool € 250 for the best 

games played with an SOS variation . 

• Every SOS reader can participate by 

submi tting a game 

• Submitted games shou ld start w i th an 

SOS varia tion 

• The SOS varia tion may originate from any 
SOS vol u me publ ished so fa r 

• A l ways include information abou t when 

and where the game was played 

• The Prize is € 250; the w i nning game w i l l  

b e  publ ished in SOS 

Baffle your opponent, improve your bottom line! 
Ga mes shou l d  b e  subm i tted to: e w  I n Ches , P.O. Box 1 093, 

1 8 1 0  KB A l k m aa r, The etherland , or ema i l  to: ed i tors@new i nche .com 
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